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Abstract
Research concerning teachers’ pedagogical beliefs shows a strong relationship between
planning and instruction; however, the sources of pedagogical beliefs have not been researched
thoroughly. Because teachers bring their histories and experiences to their interactions with
students, their pedagogical beliefs may also be present in their instruction, mediating the
relationship between knowledge (planning) and action (writing instruction). Framed by
Sociocultural Theory (SCT), the purpose of this qualitative, multi-site, multi-case case study was
first to understand teachers’ expectations for teaching writing based on their beliefs about
learning. A secondary intent was to examine ways in which high school English teachers’
learning expectations are embodied in their classroom praxis for writing. A third intent sought to
illustrate the impact of external pressures on teachers’ writing praxis.
Through multiple sources of data, and analytic techniques, the perspectives of six
teachers from three high schools in the Southwest United States were illustrated in individual
case reports and interpreted from cross-case analysis. Using a combination of discourse and
event mappings, Burke’s Pentad, situated meaning, and domain and taxonomic analyses data
were triangulated resulting in a model of English teachers’ writing praxis based on their learning
beliefs. Findings suggest that teachers’ writing praxis was grounded in a transmittal paradigmatic
pedagogical perspective, resulting in a focus on function and form of writing rather than teaching
for relevance and meaning. External pressures of professional and content standards, lack of
adequate preparation, and push to graduate students have added to English teacher frustration
and reliance on traditional teaching methods.
Keywords: sociocultural theory, teacher beliefs, and writing praxis

iii

Acknowledgements

Many hands make light work. I have many people to recognize for the assistance and
support they have given me during my journey to produce this work. The members of my
dissertation committee were incomparable in their patience, expertise, care, and mentoring
throughout my academic studies at UNLV. Our paths crossed multiple times as I journeyed
through this most incredible writing experience and professional learning odyssey.
I am unbelievably fortunate that LeAnn Putney agreed to chair my committee! She
deserves enormous praise for her commitment and ability to manage the quest. Dr. Putney and I
discovered we share a connection to Joan Wink, which is how we initially met. From there, we
often met to discuss writing, Vygotsky, Bandura, and the challenges facing K-12 education. Dr.
Putney has supported, challenged, and mentored me in crafting a research perspective that
focused my epistemological and axiological stance on educational issues related to teaching
writing in high school contexts. I am grateful for the opportunities not only to engage in the
collaborative discussions around my research with such an amazing scholar, but also for her wise
counsel and gentle encouragement during the most difficult and stressful times of my
professional career. I have grown personally, professionally, and as a scholar because of Dr.
Putney. I hope my dissertation is the first of many projects we will work on in the future.
As to the other strong, successful, intelligent women of my committee, Lisa Bendixen
helped me understand the complexities of teachers’ beliefs. She helped me navigate the
changing vocabulary within the field and kept me on track whenever I got lost in the weeds. Dr.
Bendixen sent articles and chapters to read; she tested my thinking and pushed my reasoning.
We met regularly at the local Starbucks to discuss cognition, how people learn, and the
foundations of educational psychology. We both spoke nostalgically about the metaphysical

iv

origins of learning and how teachers today are missing that in their foundations of learning
classes. She inspired me to be a better researcher during the time I worked with her. Early in my
dissertation process, Chyllis Scott offered her time as an accountability-writing partner within a
community of writers. Dr. Scott introduced me to the benefits of academic writing regularly and
writing with other students at a public space. Stefani Relles taught qualitative research methods
classes and was initially my advisor when I first started my doctoral program. From Dr. Relles, I
learned to be more descriptive and specific in my writing. Collectively, my committee
contributed a unique group of strengths to my dissertation that stretched and advanced my
thinking, reasoning, and writing in ways that improved me as a learner and researcher. Thank
you.
Like Ivan in the story The Fool of World and the Flying Ship by Arthur Ransom (1916),
many people assisted me during this adventure. I want to acknowledge the principals at the three
high schools who so graciously allowed me to do research at their schools, and the six teachers
who opened their classrooms to me. I always felt welcome at the schools. It was a joy to be in
each of their classrooms. They work tirelessly every day to ensure their students’ success! Their
contribution to this work is important and treasured. Thank you for what you do every day for
students.
My dearest friend Sandra Ehrlich Mathiesen deserves a huge hug and several claps. She
has been with me from the beginning with words of advice and encouragement. From the
beginning, she suggested that I start writing my dissertation from the beginning, and I am forever
grateful that I heeded her advice. Always a phone call or text away, Sandra is my sister from
another mother, my friend, my sounding board. She listened. She advised. She reassured. She
applauded. Thank you dear friend.

v

Thank you Tammy Spangler for reminding me that I was smart enough to write a
dissertation! Your regular validation and positivity was most helpful. I extend thanks to my
friend, Matthew D. Emmer, who edited drafts of my dissertation. A former-attorney-turnedcommunications-specialist, Matt has the patience of Job when it comes to editing for grammar,
usage, conventions, and APA. I am grateful to know someone with that kind of attention to
detail and stamina. Thank you.
I wish to acknowledge my mentors Joyce Armstrong Carroll and Eddie G. Wilson who
were wonderfully inspiring throughout, reminding me always to trust the process! The UNLV
EPHE faculty and staff were exceptionally supportive. I wish to acknowledge Dr. Steven
McCafferty for his energy and consistent reassurance that I was on the right track when I would
ask questions related to discourse analysis.
Family members strengthened and supported me in a number of ways. I thank my
mother, Mary Ruth Klimow, from whom I inherited my faith, strength, and resiliency. She
reminds me that I come from a long line of strong Irish women; she always believes in me. My
mom offers encouragement, a sympathetic ear, and practical advice. More importantly, there is
shopping therapy with her. I am grateful to my father, Sergei N. Klimow, who taught me about
Russian perseverance, courage, and the power of words. He encourages me to discuss
educational issues with him. I made it home to visit on some weekends and holidays. They both
helped me, boosted my confidence when I needed it; and celebrated intelligence and acumen as a
family trait. Of course, extended family were kept informed of my progress via social media.
Their posts were welcome signs of encouragement and support! Thank you to all who kept me
in their thoughts! Wahoo, I did it!!!!

vi

Dedication
“Here’s to the crazy ones. The misfits. The rebels. The troublemakers. The round pegs
in the square holes. The ones who see things differently. They’re not fond of rules. And they
have no respect for the status quo. You can quote them, disagree with them, glorify or vilify
them. About the only thing you can’t do is ignore them. Because they change things. They
push the human race forward. And while some may see them as the crazy ones, we see genius.
Because the people who are crazy enough to think they can change the world, are the ones who
do.”
Rob Siltanen

vii

Table of Contents
Abstract .......................................................................................................................................... iii
Acknowledgements ........................................................................................................................ iv
Dedication ..................................................................................................................................... vii
Table of Contents ......................................................................................................................... viii
List of Tables .................................................................................................................................. x
List of Figures ................................................................................................................................ xi
Chapter 1: Introduction ................................................................................................................... 1
Chapter II: Literature Review ....................................................................................................... 31
Chapter III: Methods ..................................................................................................................... 43
Research Design............................................................................................................................ 43
Chapter IV: Findings..................................................................................................................... 64
Appendix A: Timeline ................................................................................................................ 117
Appendix B: Interview Protocol ................................................................................................. 118
Appendix C: Field Note Protocol ............................................................................................... 119
Appendix D: Course Objectives (9) ............................................................................................ 120
Appendix E: Course Objectives (10) .......................................................................................... 121
Appendix F: Course Objectives (12) .......................................................................................... 122
Appendix G: Common Core State Standards ............................................................................. 123
Appendix H: Educator Performance Framework.........................................................................126

viii

Appendix I: Burke’s Pentad ........................................................................................................ 127
References ................................................................................................................................... 140
Curriculum Vitae ........................................................................................................................ 154

ix

List of Tables

Table 1.1 The Classical Ideal of Education .................................................................................. 16
Table 1.2 An Explanation of Epistemic Theories in Education.................................................... 16
Table 3.1 High Schools Participating in Study ............................................................................. 45
Table 3.2 State Academic Content Standards for Writing ............................................................ 46
Table 3.3 From the Educator Performance Framework................................................................ 47
Table 3.4 Data Collection and Analysis Table ............................................................................. 53
Table 4.1 Saying versus Observed .............................................................................................. 108

x

List of Figures
Figure 3.1 Participants .................................................................................................................. 49
Figure 3.2 Burke's Pentad ............................................................................................................. 60
Figure 4.1: Discourse Map Beverly .............................................................................................. 67
Figure 4.2: Discourse Map Meryl ................................................................................................. 70
Figure 4.3: Discourse Map Reddik ............................................................................................... 71
Figure 4.4: Discourse Map Jayne.................................................................................................. 73
Figure 4.5: Discourse Map Luise .................................................................................................. 74
Figure 4.6: Discourse Map Pete .................................................................................................... 76
Figure 4.7 Expectations for teaching writing ................................................................................ 78
Figure 4.8: Event Map—Class Session (Meryl 1-31-18) ............................................................. 79
Figure 4.9: Event Map—Class Session (Reddik 1-31-18)............................................................ 80
Figure 4.10: Event Map—Class Session (Jayne 1-9-18) .............................................................. 82
Figure 4.11: Event Map—Class Session (Pete 2-14-18) .............................................................. 84
Figure 4.12: Event Map—Class Session (Beverly 11-28-17) ...................................................... 85
Figure 4.13: Event Map—Class Session (Luise 1-23-18) ............................................................ 86
Figure 4.14: Domain analysis—Writing ....................................................................................... 93
Figure 4.15: Domain Analysis—Teach Writing ........................................................................... 93
Figure 4.16: Domain Analysis—Praxis ........................................................................................ 93
Figure 4.17 Taxonomic Analysis--Writing ................................................................................... 95
Figure 4.18: Situated Meaning Analysis (Meryl) ......................................................................... 98
Figure 4.19: Situated Meaning Analysis (Jayne) .......................................................................... 99
Figure 4.20: Situated Meaning Analysis (Luise) ........................................................................ 100

xi

Figure 4.21: Situated Meaning Analysis (Beverly) .................................................................... 101
Figure 4.22: Situated Meaning Analysis (Reddik) ..................................................................... 102
Figure 4.23: Situated Meaning Analysis (Pete) .......................................................................... 103
Figure 4.24: Triangulated Model of Pedagogical Perspectives................................................. 105

xii

Chapter 1: Introduction
Writing well is a necessary and important skill and has been for centuries. According to
Graham (2006), “more than 85% of the world’s population now writes” (p. 457). Yet, writing
instruction in K-12 schools has received neither the same research attention nor the same funding
as reading reform efforts. The impact of low high school writing scores on closing the achieving
gap and college- and career readiness is both enormous and costly to post-secondary institutions
and businesses. Over 73% of 12th grade students perform below the proficient level in writing
(NAEP, 2011). Businesses spend billions of dollars annually remediating employees’ writing
skills (2003 National Commission on Writing in Graham & Perin, 2007b).
Efforts to increase the rigor of English language arts (ELA) instruction have challenged
teachers’ competence to deliver learning opportunities aligned to the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS). Despite efforts to improve teachers’ competencies, students are graduating
from American high schools unable to write skillfully. Parents/guardians send their children to
school with the expectation they will graduate not only college- and career-ready, but also with
the pre-requisite skills necessary for success. Instead, many of their children are graduating
neither ready for college nor the workplace, lacking skills, and requiring remediation—their
opportunities in jeopardy. Naturally, teachers are often blamed for these students’ lack of
writing skills. Accordingly, it is crucial to understand high school writing teachers’ praxis within
the context they teach and examine how their praxis is impacted by external pressures.
Research Problem
Over the years, various research studies (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Graham, Harris, &
Santangelo, 2015; Graham & Sandamel, 2011; Kiuhara et al., 2009; National Commission on
Writing, 2003; Shaughnesy, 1979; Troia, Lin, & Monroe, 2011; Tully, 2013) show that high
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school English teachers lack the preparation (e.g., teaching methodology) to teach writing in high
school. English teachers’ lack of preparation contributes to their narrow view of college and
career writing, limiting the scope of their curriculum and writing opportunities offered to
students (Graham & Harris, 1997; Graham & Sandmel, 2011; Shaughnessy, 1979).
Few preservice teacher preparation programs require secondary teacher candidates to
complete a how-to-teach writing course (Goodman, 2014; Williams, 2012). The typical program
of study for secondary English teacher candidates—beyond a series of literature courses—
includes a secondary teaching methods course, a grammar course, and an option to choose
between a history of the language or linguistics (Goodman, 2014; Wilson & Floden, 2003).
However, Kiuhara et al. (2009) found that teachers’ readiness to teach writing did not predict
their teaching behaviors when other predictors such as years teaching, gender, type of classroom
(e.g., inclusion, general education), teacher beliefs about the importance of writing, and whether
students had writing skills were statistically controlled.
To augment teachers’ preservice preparation and acclimate them to a district’s curriculum
and a state’s standards and expectations, a district may offer, and sometimes require, teachers to
attend professional development sessions, workshops, and/or institutes. This practice may cost
the federal government, districts, and schools millions, sometimes billions, of dollars annually
(Borko, 2004; Graham & Perin, 2007a). Researchers who study the effectiveness of teacher
professional development activities find these activities to be costly and largely ineffective
(Kiuhara et al., 2009, Mirage, 2005). In one study, researchers found that no specific “type,
amount, or combination of development activities” led to teacher improvement (Mirage, 2005, p.
2). Two-thirds of teachers who had earned a low-performance rating from their supervisors rated
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themselves as highly effective teachers (Mirage, 2005), confirming that the act of teaching is a
dialogic struggle between what is thought and what is observed.
While the researchers in these studies agree that “we bombard teachers with help … that
is not always helpful” (Mirage, 2005, p. 2), their recommendations ignore the fact that teachers
move within a sociocultural space bounded by activity that is the classroom. Thus, teacher
practice can neither be separated from the person nor his/her beliefs about learning, nor the
context in which the teaching occurs. Moreover, the context is always changing because the
space itself is not static—it is socially and culturally mediated by activity and social and cultural
tools such as language. I will use the word “praxis” (Freire, 1970, p. 126) to capture teacher
practice inclusive of theory and belief, which then is embodied in teachers’ actions during the act
of teaching and followed by reflection.
Much of the literature about teacher praxis includes research, both quantitative and
qualitative, in which the researcher paid little regard to classroom activity as an active cultural
tool. Therefore, teacher practice often merely represents repeated action rather than including
the theory and beliefs behind those actions. Thus, we need to better understand teachers’ praxis
about learning within the context they teach, and how external pressures impact their praxis. I
conducted a qualitative multi-site, multiple instrumental case study first to understand teachers’
expectations for teaching writing based on their beliefs about writing; second, to examine ways
in which high school English teachers’ learning expectations are embodied in their classroom
praxis for writing; and, third, to illustrate the impact of external pressures on teachers’ writing
praxis.
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Research Purpose
The purpose of this qualitative multi-site, multiple-case, instrumental case study is first to
understand teachers’ expectations for teaching writing based on their beliefs about learning. A
secondary intention is to examine ways in which high school English teachers’ learning
expectations are embodied in their classroom praxis for writing. A third intent seeks to illustrate
the impact of external pressures on teachers’ writing praxis.
Research Questions
RQ1: What are high school English teachers’ expectations for teaching writing based on their
beliefs about learning?
RQ2: How are high school English teachers’ expectations embodied in their classroom writing
praxis?
RQ3: In what ways do external pressures impact high school English teachers’ writing praxis?
Research Significance
Research concerning teachers’ beliefs (Buehl & Fives, 2009; Graham, Harris Fink, &
MacArthur, 2001; Kiuhara et al., 2009; Pajares, 1992; Schraw & Olafson, 2002) shows a strong
relationship between instructional planning and practice; however, the sources of pedagogical
beliefs have not been researched thoroughly (Kiuhara et al., 2009; Pajares, 1992, 2003; Woolfolk
& Hoy, 1990). A discursive perspective on the teaching-learning nexus may cast a new light on
the complexities of teaching methodology, by bringing harmony and coherence to the messy
concept of teachers’ writing praxis. Additionally, this perspective will contribute to the limited
research on what happens between high school English teachers’ planning and delivery of
writing instruction.
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Theoretical Framework
Understanding what influences the interaction between teaching and learning is critical to
improving student outcomes, school improvement efforts, and reforming educational systems.
Better instruction leads to better student outcomes—instruction and student learning is a causeand-effect relationship, an interaction, rather than a treatment, delivered by a sentient person,
who interacts with others within a specific context. This interaction between thinking and doing
is part of a dialectical tension that exists within all human beings—a tension between who we
think we are and who we are, between what we know and what we do, between theory and
practice.
The discipline of psychology (Bandura, 1986) explains this dialectical tension by
focusing solely on the mental functioning that occurs in the brain, often ignoring social,
linguistic, and/or historical contexts. However, Soviet psychologist and theorist Lev Vygotsky’s
sociocultural theory (SCT) and Bakhtin’s dialogism offer a monist perspective on the tension
that could enhance psychology’s traditional dualist perspective on teachers’ beliefs. By uniting
the thinking with the doing through socially constructed, dialogic interactions, new
understandings and knowledge result, transforming awareness and knowing (Kozulin, 1986,
Vygotsky, 1978b). The use of SCT as a theoretical framework positions the researcher to
capture teacher practice in the moment, including the cultural tools like thought and language
that mediate interaction between teacher and learner in the classroom.
The foundation of educational psychology.
The discipline of educational psychology has roots in metaphysics and philosophy.
Theories about what occurs within the teaching-learning nexus enjoy a long history dating back
to ancient Greece. Socrates eschewed the title of teacher, yet pursued every opportunity to

5

engage his fellow Greeks in lively discourse about how best to live life. He, like his student
Plato, pursued a metaphysical existence in the monist tradition of reason. Imbued with the
universal rules of logic, truth is an idea in the mind and knowing is the recall or remembering of
latent ideas (Scheffler, 1965).
Aristotle, unlike his mentor Plato, pursued a realist position in metaphysics. Truth and
reality existed independent of the mind: truth was objective, living in Nature, originating in
sensations, and subject to scientific inquiry (Murphy, 2003). Many refer to Aristotle as the father
of Western philosophy due to his application of deductive reasoning based on the syllogism.
Psychology follows metaphysical principles well into the 19th century. During the
Enlightenment, philosophers, psychologists, and scientists challenged those principles. A
theoretical tug-of-war between idealists and realists ensued—those who defined thinking “in
terms of qualia and sensation” (body) and those who defined thinking “in terms of pure reason”
(mind) (Klempe, 2015, p. 51). So begins a dualism separating the mind from the body.
Darwin’s theory of evolution and the Industrial Revolution contributed to the expansion
of the psychology of learning and the growing interest in science in the late 19th century and into
the 20th century. Free from the restrictions of religious doctrine, scientists, psychologists, and
philosophers began to question, wonder, and inquire about the world. Evolution exerted
influence in the field of sociology, leading education theorists to explore the nature of learning
and knowing. Similarly, the Industrial Revolution required workers who could operate
machinery, do accounting, and read technical manuals. Policymakers and educators quickly
discovered that the classical curriculum no longer met the needs of a technical and industrial
society (Tanner & Tanner, 1980). Public education soon became the “laboratory in which
philosophic distinctions became concrete and tested” (Tanner & Tanner, 1980, p. 301).
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Questions about the origin of knowledge, the teacher’s role in learning, and the
instructional methods they use proliferated as religious/innate reductionists and progressive
thinkers squared off, competing to explain human development, the inner-workings of the brain,
cognitive processes, knowing, and learning. Among those progressive thinkers, Vygotsky, a
“semiotic thinker” (van der Veer, 2008, p. 20), sought to understand development (higher mental
functions such as consciousness), including the role of cultural experiences in human
development.
We are who we think, say, do—Vygotsky.
Vygotsky’s theories begin with an understanding of the nature of Karl Marx’s materialist
conception of history, for Vygotsky was a Marxist. Marx studied capitalism through the lens of
dialectics and materialism, arriving at a philosophy called dialectical materialism. In dialectical
materialism, Vygotsky used synthesis, a monologist concept in which activity becomes a vehicle
for change, first at the interpersonal level (society), then at the intrapersonal level (individual).
In the psychological sense, this change could be considered adaptation––a transformation of the
environment (outside/society) and the mental structures (inside/individual), as well as the
resulting interrelationship of the two, making a shared process (van der Veer, 2008).
Considering the whole person as a part of a communal fabric was a significant tenet of
Marx’s socialism. Vygotsky leveraged this revolutionary move from the individual to the
collective to advance his psychological theories. Similar to Marx, who hoped to transform
governance to focus on the needs of the governed, Vygotsky hoped to transform society by
understanding the inner workings of the human mind, uniting human functions into a single and
unified consciousness. Vygotsky viewed this unity as “a cultural-historical approach to the mind
[that attempts to] prove the ‘systemic connection’ between human psychological processes and
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the processes of socio-historical emergence and evolution identified by Marx and Engels and
expressed theoretically in their ‘materialist conception of history’” (Jones, 2008, p. 76).
Vygotsky also established activity theory (later developed more fully by his student,
Alexsei Nikolaevich Leontiev) as a means for explicating mental functions (Roth & Lee, 2007)
and capturing the thinking and doing of consciousness. Roth and Janet (2017) explain that “the
study of consciousness concerns the study of material like [that to] which humans are subjected,
where humans not only affect the environment through practical activity, but also change their
affective relation with others and the material world” (p. 8). Vygotsky (1978b) called the study
of consciousness the “Dialectical Method” due to the tug-and-pull interaction between thinking
and doing. Using the Dialectical Method, Vygotsky (1978b) captured thinking in motion,
observing what people do materially to solve problems that were already conceived in the mind.
Jones (2008) quotes Vygotsky: “[I]f at the beginning of development stands the deed,
independent of the word, then at the end stands the word becoming a deed (p. 6), …making
human action free” (p. 78). This quote underscores Vygotsky’s exploration of language and
action and their direct connection with the mind, which is consciousness in action.
Thus, language represents free will. Language is the voice of our actions, completing a
recursive circle of thought and action. For Vygotsky, discourse is the dialogic relationship
between language and thinking, a unity fully integrated and embodied in the whole person, not
just in the brain (Vygotsky, 1978a). The whole person is the full agent of his/her beliefs and
dynamic actions. These are actions situated within and distributed across cultural and social
contexts (Roth & Lee, 2007).
The self (its beliefs and actions) is neither fixed nor isolated but rather the product of
social and cultural activity among people and context that cannot be viewed separately
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(Vygotsky, 1978b). Therefore in the classroom, the teaching-learning connection is
interactional, defined by context, learning task, and the teacher. As a result, outcomes must be
understood with the collective context that produced them. Classroom activity can result in both
material (product) and conceptual (process) outcomes (Kouzlin, 1986). The conceptual product
is represented in the learner’s transformation resulting from the collective experience,
underscoring how experience transforms the learner (Vygotsky, 1978a). Language, written or
oral, becomes a mediating tool for learning (Moje et. al., 2004; Vygotsky, 1978b; Walqui, 2006).
Van der Veer (2008) explains further “language is not just an expression of inner mental states
but a material cultural tool that is transmitted in social interaction and helps to create these inner
mental states” (p. 17).
Humans learn, develop, and know through the coming together of thinking and doing
(Vygotsky, 1978b). As noted by Arievitch (2008), “The principle assumption [of SCT] is that
human cognition is a social collaborative activity that cannot be reduced to either physiological
processes in the brain or to any individual information processing occurring in the head” (p. 38).
In the Vygotskian sense, cognition, or knowing, results from social and cultural experiences in
which thinking and doing are embodied as one (Vygotsky, 1978a). In other words, the mind is
inherently the person, and development is a sociocultural process “that emerges as a
transformation of external object-related activity and does not exist apart from it” (Arievitch,
2008, p. 35).
Vygotsky’s understanding of the individual and consciousness raises important questions
central to educational psychology: What is the nature of the learner? What is the teacher’s role
in learning? What is the origin of knowledge? Vygotsky’s theory of the zone of proximal
development (ZPD), an integral component of SCT, offers insight into Vygotsky’s view of the
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learner. The learner is an active participant in the learning—neither a vessel into which
knowledge is poured nor a muscle that responds to stimuli or treatments. The learner requires an
“other” with whom (or which) to interact, to transact, to transform experience into knowing—
into becoming (Emig, 1977; Vygotsky, 1978a; Wertsch, 1998; Wink & Putney, 2002). The ZPD
clarifies the relationship between the expert (teacher) and the learning that leads development.
In the ZPD, learning occurs twice. First, it occurs externally, through interaction with a
knowledgeable other. Second, learning occurs internally, through conceptual processing
resulting in learner transformation. Wink and Putney (2002) further explain, “knowledge is
collectively constructed by individuals whose purpose is to share their expertise in order to
construct and negotiate meaning” (p. 13). In other words, imitation leads learning. It provides
the springboard for engaging in tasks that the learner cannot yet do independently (Chaiklin,
2003). Through collaboration, the learner engages in activity that activates or rather, engages the
ZPD. With ongoing supports, the learner gains analytical skills and develops independence.
Based on Vygotsky’s ideas (1978b), the teacher’s role is to guide activity to develop the
child’s consciousness. Recognizing the teacher’s role as facilitator rather than “sage on the
stage” is the key to understanding both the ZPD and SCT. The ZPD is neither a destination nor a
fixed point. The zone is within all human beings and engages during meaningful activity.
Teaching and learning require collaboration between teacher and learner not in the sense of a
master and a tutor, but rather through a collaborative push and pull. In SCT, learning occurs
during socially constructed activity among students, the teacher, and the learning content/context
(Davydov & Kerr, 1995). Therefore, in terms of the origin of knowledge, knowing is culturally
co-constructed. “Learning awakens a variety of internal developmental processes that are able to
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operate only when the child is interacting with people in his environment with peers” (Vygotsky,
1978a, p. 90).
Vygotsky’s theories about the origin of knowledge, development, and learning greatly
impacted learning theories in education. In the United States, for example, Vygotsky’s theories
led a shift in educational epistemology from knowledge being transmitted from teacher to
student to the student creating knowledge by transacting with his/her environment in a series of
problem-solving activities facilitated by the teacher (Tanner & Tanner, 1980). In SCT,
knowledge is not transmitted (Wink & Putney, 2002); rather, knowledge transforms the learner
through learning activities that are language-rich, complex with scaffolding, collaborative among
students and between student and teacher (Everson, 1991; Graham & Perin, 2007a;
Smagorinsky, 2013; Wink & Putney, 2002).
Because SCT as a whole looks at the learner holistically, it appeals to researchers seeking
to understand the gap between educational theory and instructional practice. Additionally,
language is an activity itself, a unit of analysis from which to explore the relationship between
intent and expectation, between knowing and doing. While SCT serves as my theoretical
framework, activity theory will serve as one of my data collection and analysis tools. “Actions
are always theoretically grounded in the sense that practitioners normally anticipate the results of
their actions which are linked to practical reasons for acting” (Roth & Lee, 2007, p. 36).
Teachers’ identity (which under SCT is the same as belief) as writers will impact their behavior
as a knower, which in turn will impact their interactions with students (e.g., how teachers
respond to student questions about writing). Understanding what occurs within the writing
teacher-student dialectical dance through the lens of SCT may shed light on how English
teachers’ expectations are embodied in their classroom praxis.
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Vygotsky and Bakhtin
A contemporary of Vygotsky, Mikhail Bakhtin was a Soviet linguist who characterized
an utterance as a unit of analysis—a cultural and social tool that mediated activity (Wertsch,
1981). Vygotsky and Bakhtin shared similar ideals related to sociocultural constructs, especially
in reference to discourse. While Vygotsky explored developmental psychology, Bakhtin focused
on cultural and literary theory (Wertsch, 1981). Although Bakhtin’s theories are not specific to a
particular pedagogy, they inform language development and cultural learning. When viewed
together, Vygotsky’s and Bakhtin’s ideas offer a more complete understanding of beliefs through
human interaction, especially through discourse during the activity of learning.
Bakhtin’s dialogic theory and linguistic hybridity connect opposing discourses to
encourage meaning making and knowledge acquisition by moving learners through zones of
proximal development (e.g., third spaces, as defined below). “Discourse community and views
of knowledge can be made productive, but only if people are not constantly defined in relation to
a dominant discourse” (Moje, Ciechanowski, Kramer, Ellis, Corillo, & Collazo, 2004, p. 43).
Bakhtin’s linguistic hybridity is more than changing registers or switching codes. Language
hybridity leverages language rather than privileges it, allowing dialogue to occur across multiple
modes, syntaxes, and cultures, so meaning making can occur. The place in which linguistic
hybridity occurs is often referred to as the “third space” (Bhabha, 1994, p. 55). Coming out of
the sociocultural theoretical work of Vygotsky, the third space represents a bridge between the
formal and the informal; the known and unknown. Third space is a dynamic, dialogic, taskdriven space where co-participation, co-problem-solving, collaboration and co-mediation occur
(Bek, 1999; Bhabha, 1994; Gutierrez et al., 1999; Lyle, 2008, Smagorinsky, 2013). In an
English classroom, this third space could provide a linguistic scaffold for students who are
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learning academic English. Additionally, the linguistic scaffold does not have to be an oral
scaffold; it could be a written scaffold in the third space (Bakhtin, 1981; Bek, 1999; Lyle, 2008;
Moje et al., 2004; Walqui, 2006).
According to Vygotsky (1978a), oral discourse with the other “creates a sociocultural
space where thought and language blend to create new knowledge” (Wink & Putney, 2002, p.
124). Cognitive psychologists call this phenomenon “intersubjectivity,” a mutually constructed
shared understanding. Bakhtin expands this understanding of intersubjectivity through his theory
of dialogism. He posits, “knowledge is something people do together [a process] rather than an
individual possession [product]” (Lyle, 2008, p. 225). Like Vygotsky, Bakhtin characterizes
language as social practice, adding that language and thought are dialogic, leading to meaning
that is co-constructed and re-constructed depending not only on the participants engaged in the
discourse, but also on the context in time and space.
In juxtaposition to Vygotsky’s theory (1978b) in which constructed meaning is mutually
agreed upon, Bakhtin’s theory maintains that meaning may be understood differently by each
individual and is subject to change based on different interactions. For Bakhtin, “meaning does
not reside in the word, per se. Rather, meaning is generated out of the social interaction between
participants” (Bek, 1999, p. 65). Bakhtin’s dialogism elicits Socrates’ dialectical tradition in
which Socratic interactions led to expanded understandings of ideas and issues. Thus, dialogism
explains a social reality in constant motion, situated and dynamic, unique and interdependent. It
is produced, organized, and understood through reading and writing.
Bakhtin’s interest in language also extends beyond its communicative properties. He
explores the process of meaning making by conceptualizing language as a process of unfolding
between the self and the other mediated by culture, context, and intention. This
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conceptualization informs Bakhtin’s concept of heteroglossia (Bakhtin, 1981) by recognizing the
linguistic features, such as register and dialect that coexist in a single language. Bakhtin (1981)
applied heteroglossia to his study of novels, recognizing that language is representative of power
status within cultures. By assigning social power to literature, Bakhtin (1981) creates a bridge to
hybridity (e.g., linguistic combinations such as creole or pidgin or other dialects), which creates a
space for leveraging language in the English classroom, because all students are learning
academic English (Walqui, 2006). Similar to Bakhtin’s heteroglossia, a teacher can leverage
students’ use of informal or non-academic English as a bridge or scaffold to learning and using
academic English in a third space. Hence, language becomes a cultural tool mediating
interaction between teacher and learner in the classroom (Bek, 1999; Emig, 1977; Kozulin, 1986;
Smagorinsky, 2013; Vygotsky, 1978b; Walqui, 2006; Wilson, 2014).
Bakhtin’s (1981) view of linguistics addresses the social, cultural, and historical uses of
language and its forms. Because language is a process mediated by multiple factors, it changes
over time, creating hybrids. According to Bakhtin (1981), “any living utterance in a living
language is to one or another extent a hybrid” (p. 361). Fecho and Botzakis (2007) explain
hybridity as “what allows cool (not quite cold) to be cool (hot or chic) to be cool (ok) and so on”
(p. 555). In this way, hybridity illustrates the fluidity and dependence of language on context. It
delineates tension between authoritative meaning and socially constructed meaning or situated
meaning. Hybridity opens a discursive door inviting participation with multiple voices and
identities to engage dialogically in meaning making. For example, in a classroom setting, a
teacher can use language hybridity to leverage students’ linguistic tools during learning tasks that
involve writing (Emig, 1977; Smagorinsky, 2013, Walqui, 2006), to help students learn
sophisticated syntax.
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Having discussed the major components of the theoretical framework for this study, I will
explain further the philosophical and psychological underpinnings of teachers’ beliefs about
instruction, as that remains a critical focus of educational psychology research.
Epistemological Beliefs That Shape Teachers’ Pedagogy
Pedagogy represents answers to questions about the purpose of education, the teacher’s
role, the content of teaching, and how to teach. Teaching methods (pedagogy) are informed by
metaphysics: epistemology (the nature of knowing), axiology (the nature of value), and ontology
(the nature of being). Together, these components form a teaching philosophy (praxis) that
guides a teacher’s practice (the act of instruction): the why, what, and how of teaching in action,
and the nature of learning in action. According to Buehl and Fives (2009), “teachers’ beliefs lie
‘at the very heart’ of education” (p 367).
At the metaphysical level, we encounter four epistemic theories of knowing and
knowledge: idealism, realism, pragmatism (experientialism), and existentialism. These theories
are explained by the individual’s perception of the source of knowledge, the nature of the
learner, the structure and function of the curriculum, the role of the teacher, the curriculum
orientation, and major theorists. A quick review of the classical ideal of education (Table 1.1)
provides some background essential to the development of more recent epistemic theories.
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Table 1.1
The Classical Ideal of Education
Socrates/Plato
Cicero
Classical Idealism
Dialectical Tradition
Rhetorical Tradition
(Knowing why)
(Knowing how)
Idealist/Monist
Enlarged understanding Development of skills
of ideas latently known by coaching and
through Socratic
supervised practice
questions in seminar
settings
Degradation of
Platonic Ideal
Sophists
the Tradition

Aristotle
Classical Realism
Didactic Tradition
(Knowing that)
Realist/Dualist
Acquisition of
organized knowledge
by didactic instruction
using textbooks and
other aids
Classicism

The classical view of epistemology (Table 1.1) shares a similar metaphysical foundation
as the philosophical basis for psychology in its infancy. The tension between monism and
dualism exists in the dialectic versus the didactic tradition, in knowing why versus knowing that,
and in active participation versus direct instruction. However, the origins of behaviorism or
constructivism, products of post-Enlightenment thinking and beyond, are unclear. A modern
interpretation of epistemic theories is captured below in Table 1.2.
Table 1.2
An Explanation of Epistemic Theories in Education
Idealism
Realism

Pragmatism

Existentialism

Source of Knowledge

Revelation

Authority

Empiricism

Intuition

Nature of Learner

Soul

Vessel

Blank Slate

Self-Aware

Role of Teacher

Expert

Leader

Coach

Facilitator

Curriculum Structure

Socratic Inquiry

Demonstration

Problem-Solving

Student Interest

Instructional Paradigm

Transmittal

Transmittal

Transactional

Transformative

Major Theorist(s)

Socrates, Plato

Aristotle

Dewey

Heidegger,
Sartre

In Conditions of Knowledge: An Introduction to Epistemology and Education, Israel
Scheffler (1965) defines three interpretations of epistemic theories: rationalistic, empiricist, and
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pragmatist. His interpretations originate from five questions: “What is knowledge? What
knowledge is most reliable or important? How does knowledge arise? How ought the search for
knowledge be conducted? How is knowledge best taught?” (pp. 5-6). In comparison to Table
1.2, Scheffler’s (1965) categories capture most of the same concepts, except his interpretation
does not include any reference to idealism. His rationalistic interpretation is neither idealist nor
realist, but an amalgam of both.
For Scheffler (1965), the source of knowledge exists innately within the mind, and
questioning, “merely draws … attention to that which it already possessed” (p. 3). Yet, the other
features of Scheffler’s (1965) rationalistic view draw from realism. For example, the use of
demonstration and reliance on mathematical truths to conduct the search for knowledge is
decidedly Aristotelian. Scheffler’s model for empiricism closely resembles the realist model
outlined in Table 1.2, with the caveat that knowledge is the product of experience and
observation of natural phenomena. His description of pragmatism is similar to the one outlined
in Table 1.2; however, Scheffler (1965) does include existentialism in his model of
epistemology. Scheffler’s exclusion of existentialism most likely speaks to its reliance on
intuition and gestalt-like insight as a source that does not meet the discipline of psychology’s
scientific tenets.
In 2002, Schraw and Olafson published a model of teachers’ beliefs: an “epistemological
world view” that “consisted of a set of beliefs that collectively defined one’s attitude about the
nature and acquisition of knowledge” (p. 3). Their model defined realists, contextualists, and
relativists. These views will be contrasted with the levels of epistemological understanding—
realist, absolutist, multiplist, and evaluativist—developed by Kuhn, Cheney, and Wienstock
(1999).
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In Schraw’s and Olafson’s (2002) model, the realists like the idealists in the classical
view of epistemology (see Table 1.1), view knowledge as fixed and innate, transmitted to passive
learners who reconstruct it. Their concept of realism differs from Kuhn’s, et al. (1999)
presentation of realists who believe knowledge is certain, fixed, and located outside the mind.
Absolutists in the Kuhn, et al. (1999) scheme more closely resemble the realist worldview in the
model by Schraw and Olafson (2002) based on the foundation of the authoritative origin of
knowledge. Within the literature, the epistemic distinction between idealism and realism blurs
into a single view that shares a common understanding that the source of knowledge exists
outside the learner and is authoritative.
The second category, contextualists, in Schraw’s and Olafson’s (2002) model is similar to
multiplists in Kuhn’s et al. (1999) model. Contextualists define knowledge as constructed in the
learner’s mind through a social process. Similarly, multiplists view knowledge as generated
within the learner’s mind and add that knowledge is uncertain (Kuhn et al., 1999). Teachers
serve as facilitators of learning—similar to pragmatism in the classical model (see Table 1.1).
Relativists, according to Schraw and Olafson (2002), view knowing as socially constructed and
unique to the individual. This view closely resembles the process of knowing described by
Vygotsky (1978) and Bakhtin (1981). The relativist view of knowledge acknowledges advances
in the field of sociocultural cognition, but shares some characteristics represented in the
existential model (see Table 1.2) in terms of the transformative power of knowing and its
individual socially constructed meaning for each learner.
While the evaluativist level (Kuhn et al., 1999) is similar to the relativist worldview
(Schraw & Olafson, 2002), it contains an element of knowledge correctness the relativist view
lacks. In the relativist view, knowledge is socially created and the meaning making that result is
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socially mediated. Thus, meaning may be shared or unique to the learner. In Kuhn et al’s.,
(1999) model, the evaluativist focus is on knowledge correctness as opposed to knowledge
meaning. Nowhere is the lingering dualism of psychology’s determinism more apparent than in
Kuhn et al’s. (1999) evaluativist view of knowing.
While differences exist among the labels and conceptual understandings of epistemic
beliefs, consistency exists among researchers who argue that epistemological views/beliefs lead
to differences among teachers in their pedagogy, curriculum, and instruction (Bandura, 1986,
2005; Buehl & Fives, 2009; Hofer, 2006; Kuhn et al., 1999; Nespor, 1995; Pajares, 1992;
Schraw & Olafson, 2002; Scheffler, 1965; Wilson, 2014; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). The
challenge lies in untangling the various definitions of epistemic beliefs—their characteristics and
impact on teacher praxis. However, Vygotsky’s application of SCT could unify epistemic
researchers in the same way he sought unity within the discipline of psychology. If mind and
body are unified in consciousness and mediated through activity, then static developmental
stages defining knowing become obsolete. The focus of knowing returns to a dialectic activity
that leads learning, which in turn leads development. Teachers’ beliefs about learning become
evident in their interactions with students during the act of teaching, and classroom activity
serves as the reference point for determining whether learning occurs as a result of instruction.
The History of Social and Theoretical Instructional Paradigms for Teaching Writing
The origins of social and theoretical models for teaching writing must be understood
through the metaphysical underpinnings of philosophy and psychology. Composition studies as
a formal educational discipline has a relatively shorter history than the practice of teaching
writing. Almost twenty years into the 21st century, leaders in the field of education still struggle
to define a common purpose for teaching writing and how best to meet that purpose. For the
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purpose of clarity, the following section will discuss the evolution of writing pedagogy by
tracing its chronological development.
Formal Writing.
Formal writing originated in the classical rhetoric forged in the Greek probate courts of
the 5th century, B.C.E., and matured under Greek democracy. Classical/traditional rhetoric is
defined by three kinds of public speech: legal or forensic speech, political or deliberative speech,
and ceremonial or epideictic speech (Bizzel & Herzburg, 2001). Orators guided by the rhetorical
tradition developed speeches with their audience in mind. The orator considered the motives (or
appeals) that were most likely to influence or affect the audiences of the three types of speech.
This illustrates the central tenets of classical/traditional rhetoric. The connection between rhetor
(speaker or writer), the audience, and the intent for writing remains crucial to classical/traditional
rhetoric.
This connection remains an essential tenet even as the definition of rhetoric has evolved
over time to include composing written texts. The fundamental components of Aristotelian
rhetoric include invention, the first stage of composing; arrangement or organization; memory, as
a means for knowing; and delivery or acting. Once formalized in schools, classical/traditional
rhetoric included instruction in both writing and oration. Steeped in logic and reason,
classical/traditional rhetoric highlighted the learner as a vessel and focused on language
production.
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Classical and traditional rhetoric.
Classical/traditional rhetoric came to represent the product, as the means for sharing what
resulted from the discussion of the truth: “the dialectic would grasp the truth, while rhetoric
would offer it to the public” (Bizzell & Herzberg, 2001, p. 10). A division between who could
engage in rhetoric emerged: Anyone could engage in dialogue, but the dialectic belonged to
philosophers and academe. According to Fulkerson (1990), this rhetorical approach to
composition “privileges the reader” (p. 409).
The rift between traditional rhetoric and the dialectic continued in universities for more
than a century. By the 18th century, traditional rhetoric found an ally in psychology through
epistemology, the study of knowledge, thus reuniting traditional rhetoric with the dialectic.
“Rhetoric could observe the structure of the mind and thereby enhance communication … After
all, [rhetoric] addresses the faculties of the mind” (Bizzell & Herzberg, 2001, p. 11). Eventually,
traditional rhetoric concentrated on written composition as colleges and universities created
English departments separate from speech and communications. Thus, classical/traditional
rhetoric as a form of discourse became a means for investigating human behavior. Traditional
rhetoric continued to be the agent of ideas, but it also encompassed the study of the rules of
composition and argumentation, creating a philosophy that focused on form and correctness
(Fulkerson, 1990). Rhetoric maintained its product-focus as students submitted writing as
evidence of their analysis and thinking.
Fueled by an epistemic view that a learner was neither a vessel into which knowledge is
poured nor a muscle requiring exercise, but a sentient being shaped by experiences and social
interactions, researchers began a journey to understand the mental happenings that inform
composing written texts. English teachers and rhetoricians, drawing from the disciplines of
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rhetoric and discourse, advanced a theory based on the accepted premise that writing is social
(Englert, Mariage, & Dunsmore, 2006). Simultaneously, cognitive and writing researchers
offered a parallel explication of how the mind/brain manages a writing task, called the cognitive
process model. These views have proceeded on analogous, parallel paths for 30 years without
intersecting, and without learning from one another. The result is a void in the literature about
writing instruction (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Bruning et al., 2011; Englert et al., 2006;
Pritchard & Honeycutt, 2006; Magnifico, 2010).
Rhetorical theory redefined.
By the early 20th century, the canon of thought surrounding the use of language led to the
development of a rhetorical theory that re-defines classical/traditional rhetoric as the study of
context in which symbols are used to communicate. This led to a genesis of composition or
linguistics courses at the post-secondary level. These classes covered topics from intrapersonal
to interpersonal, public discourse to social movement, mediated discourse, and visual and
nonverbal elements. Included in such elements was the study of art and architecture, buildings
and design elements of cities, dress and appearance, and sports. Serving as a model for high
school Advanced Placement English courses, such classes focused on argumentative writing in
the Aristotelian and Toulminian traditions. “Discourses are more than ways of thinking and
producing meaning. They constitute the ‘nature’ of the body, unconscious and conscious mind
and emotional life of the subjects they seek to govern” (Weedon, 1987, p. 108). This unified
view of written and spoken discourse includes all of human existence—any topic was open to
discursive examination. A unified view of written and spoken discourse suggests complex ideas
develop as the writer’s knowledge of language matures. In Advanced Placement English classes,
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for example, students learned to think objectively, develop a critical stance, and use language for
more than producing essays.
Process writing movement.
Preceding the publication of the landmark study, Why Johnny Can’t Write (1990), the
writing process movement led by researchers and practitioners such as Janet Emig, Mina
Shaughnessy, Donald Murray, and Peter Elbow challenged the linear model of writing
exemplified in traditional rhetoric. Emig (1971) argued against the product-based model in her
study of the composition processes of 12th graders. By observing their behaviors using a
composing aloud protocol, Emig (1971) discovered that writers engage in an “explicit set of
stylistic principles that govern the selection and arrangement of options—lexical, syntactic,
rhetorical, imagaic” (p. 93). In contrast to traditional rhetoric, students did not use outlines to
compose, nor did composing “occur in a linear, uninterrupted fashion, or even pace” (Faigley,
1986, p. 532).
Mina Shaughnessy was one of the first composition scholars to claim that “writing is a
social act” (Nystrand, 2006, p. 18) after examining the logic and error in the writing of 4,000
basic college writers. Her findings showed that writing instruction had to connect speech
patterns with the rules and idiosyncrasies of language (i.e., dialect, register) if students were to
improve as writers (Shaughnessy, 1976; Shaughnessy, 1977). These are the beginnings of the
writing process movement a movement largely led by scholar practitioners rather than cognitive
advancements or empirical research.
Cognitive process writing model.
Among the first cognitive psychologists to study writing were Linda Flower and John R.
Hayes, who developed a cognitive model of the writing process by identifying the components
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and organization of long-term memory and the processes engaged with translating thought to text
(Nystrand, 2006). Flower and Hayes’ (1981) cognitive process theory depends on four key
properties: Writing is a set of thinking processes; each set of processes has its own hierarchical
organization that can be embedded within another process; writing is goal-directed thinking; and
the writer sets the goals and sub-goals depending on the purpose for writing, and may change
those goals based on what occurs during the writing process (Flower & Hayes, 1981). These
four properties capture the recursive nature of writing, but not the social nature of composing
evident in process writing.
In the Flower and Hayes (1981) model, the writing process consists of planning,
telling, and reviewing, controlled by the monitor or internal voice. Researchers attempt
to describe what is happening in the brain as the writer moves from having an idea to
putting the idea to paper, to composing an essay. Evidence of this process is
predominately descriptive and qualitative. Flower and Hayes (1981) employed protocol
analysis—observations of students working—to generate their model. The Flower and
Hayes (1981) cognitive model remains the standard for explaining the stages of the
writing process. They serve as the lone exemplars of researchers who study the writing
process from a cognitive lens.
The first process, planning, consists of several sub-processes: idea generation, organizing,
and goal setting (Flower & Hayes, 1981). For cognitive scientists/psychologists, idea generation
is simply retrieving “relevant information from long-term memory” that could be highly
developed or fractured and incomplete (Flower & Hayes, 1981, p. 372). It is within the process
of organization that the writer makes meaning of his/her idea(s) and applies purposeful structure
to his/her idea(s). Unlike the model for traditional rhetoric in which the idea has meaning at the
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outset due to the nature of discourse, in the cognitive process model, ideas lack meaning until
they are organized. Without context, intent, and audience, which inform idea generation in
traditional rhetoric, what is the origin of ideas in the cognitive process model?
According to Flower and Hayes (1981), the act of organizing one’s ideas is similar to
creative thinking and invention because the process of grouping leads to the formation of new
concepts. Flower and Hayes (1981) assert, “all rhetorical decisions and plans for reaching the
audience affect the process of organizing ideas at all levels, because [the process] is often guided
by major goals established during the powerful process of goal setting” (p. 372). In contrast,
those who would privilege language, empowering words and meaning rather than the structure or
form, would argue that goal attainment is not how composing works. Instead, they would argue
that “it is the situation or context which calls discourse into existence … meaning-and-context is
a general condition of human communication” (Bitzer, 1966, pp. 2-3).
The second process in the model, translating, captures the most difficult part of writing
(Bruning et al., 2011; Flower & Hayes, 1981), applying all the semantic rules of language while
simultaneously composing prose that is syntactically interesting to read and appropriate for the
audience and purpose. Herein lies why writing is a complex cognitive activity—how much can
the human mind juggle at once? Flower and Hayes (1981) explain further: “If the writer must
devote conscious attention to demands such as spelling and grammar, the task of translating can
interfere with the more global process of planning what one wants to say” (p. 373). Writers are
doing two tasks simultaneously—they are composing and attending to language conventions.
Such a cognitive demand would frustrate the strongest writer, eventually.
However, Vygotsky, in his pursuit to understand the relationship between language and
thinking, identified inner speech, complex representations of thought (Cole, 1973), as performing
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a critical role in cognitive functions and processes (Zavershneva, 2010). Sometimes, inner
speech becomes public, such as in the case of writing (Vygotsky, 1978b). Where cognitive
psychologists see a potential problem in the writing process, SCT sees the brain engaged in
proleptic or anticipatory activity (Vygotsky, 1978b; Wertsch, 1985). In other words, teachers
whose praxis is rooted in the transaction or transformation of knowledge see prewriting as
transcription of inner speech to paper; whereas the teacher who adheres to the transmittal view
may frustrate the cognitive process with simultaneous demands for ideas and correctness. In
later iterations of their Cognitive Process Model for Writing, Flower and Hayes work out the
conflict of composing and attending within the translating stage that exists in the 1981 model.
The final process in Flower and Hayes’ model (1981) is reviewing, which hinges on two
sub-processes: evaluating and revising. During reviewing, the writer consciously makes
decisions that may lead him or her to new cycles of planning and translating, interrupting any
process within the model and causing the writer to re-plan or re-translate at any moment (Flower
& Hayes, 1981). In fact, Flower and Hayes (1981) do not define revision as a unique stage in
composing, but rather as a thinking process that occurs whenever the writer chooses to evaluate
and/or revise his/her writing, organization, or ideas. In linguistics, the construct of inserting a
process within the same larger process is called “recursion.” The writing process is often
illustrated as a circular process with double-sided arrows indicating that a writer may return to
any of the previous stages (or sub-processes) at any time before reaching publication,
demonstrating the recursive nature of writing.
Unlike traditional rhetoric, the cognitive model for the writing process implies that
composing “grows out of the goals writers create as they compose” (Flower & Hayes, 1981, p.
380). Competing for the writer’s attention, then, are the writer’s abstract goals for writing, the
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writer’s knowledge of the topic, and the composition at that nexus of time. In other words, as the
writer writes, the goals for composing are clarified and the writer’s knowledge develops. Flower
and Hayes (1981) clarify how during “the act of writing, people regenerate or recreate their own
goals [for writing] in light of what they learn” (p. 381).
From the traditional rhetoric viewpoint, the rhetorical situation provides the motive,
intention, and context for writing. However, from the cognitive process perspective, writing is
an exploration of the writer’s knowledge and associations. The writer attempts to define the
rhetorical situation, forming a kind of linguistic bridge between unspecified intentions and actual
text. As Flower and Hayes (1981) explain further, “the relationship between creating goals and
finding ideas is clearly reciprocal: it is an initial exploration of the writer’s ideas which produces
these goals” (p. 385).
Both frameworks, cognitive process and sociocultural, share common processes: intent
and idea generation. Yet, neither school of thought historically would admit to such similarities.
Moreover, the disconnect between traditional rhetoric and the cognitive process model could
explain why there is no comprehensive model for writing that informs a consistent writing
pedagogy in preservice teaching programs or K-12 public schools.
Post-process writing model (a.k.a. socio-epistemic rhetoric).
Post-Process Writing Model, also known as Socio-epistemic rhetoric represents another
view of writing, taking the best parts of the process writing model and the cognitive process
writing model to define composing as “a political act involving a dialectical interaction engaging
the material, the social [context], and the individual writer, with language as the agency of
mediation” (Berlin, 1988, p. 488). Similar to Sociocultural Process Theory, the writer is at the
center, but knowledge is discovered through dialectical interaction. The social-epistemists also
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consider the writer’s socialization and “material conditions of existence” (Berlin, 1988, p. 488).
In this context, language is the intermediary between intent and idea generation. Because
language is a social phenomenon, understanding of self is a social construct, and knowledge is
fluid and contingent on experience. Social-epistemic rhetoric is less interested in correct
writing—the mechanical and grammatical applications of composing that undermine the writer’s
personal and cultural voice. Instead, social-epistemic rhetoric relies on the dialogic nature of
language to maintain ideological and political equilibrium (Berlin, 1988).
Social-epistemic rhetoric values the writing process as one that moves the writer to
knowing and to generating an ideological stance (rather than a rhetorical stance) from which to
understand, question, and/or challenge the status quo. As a result, culture becomes text worthy
of examination, and text becomes a cultural artifact reflective of the writer’s values (Berlin,
1988). Therefore, writers compose new cultural narratives, transforming themselves, rather than
maintaining or reporting institutional codes. In this sense, the social-epistemic framework shares
common ground with traditional rhetoric of the past. By engaging with both material and the
social environment, the social-epistemic writer contracts all of the elements of rhetoric—
audience, language, invention, memory, and delivery—as tools of learning. Finally, ideas about
the world in which the writer lives lead the composing process, unlike idea generation in
cognitive process theory. Whether as a framework for writing that has emerged from the postprocess movement or a product of sociocultural evolution in compositional studies, socioepistemic rhetoric shows promising signs of an approach to writing that unifies context, writer,
and using language as a mediating tool for learning form, conventions, and expression.
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Vygotsky and Writing
Language, whether spoken or written, is a critical component of Vygotsky’s theories
about higher order thinking. Vygotsky (1978) describes thought as inner speech within our
consciousness (Chaiklin, 2003; Roth & Janet, 2017; van der Veer, 2008) that becomes public
speech through engaged interaction and activity (Smagorinsky, 2007; Stetsenko, 2016;
Vygotsky, 1978b). Because talking benefits from interacting with the other—a person’s
gestures, intonations, and facial expressions can be perceived—speaking is a fairly
straightforward cognitive function (Cole, 1973). Writing, on the other hand, lacks those
opportunities. Instead, writing is a far more abstract, complex cognitive process.
Vygotsky (1978) describes writing as a “conversation with a white sheet of paper, an
imagined or conceptualized interlocutor” (pp. 202-203), referring to the lack of immediate
interactive feedback because there is no gesturing or intonation given from the paper to the
writer. As a result, writing requires sophisticated metacognitive knowledge, self-control, and
perseverance from the writer to translate the complex representations of thought (inner speech)
to written speech (Cole, 1973). These complex representations of thought need be broken down
further into smaller bits, “reassembled in the sequential flow of writing,” and transferred to
words on a page of paper (Cole, 1973, p. 17).
Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory provides additional substance to understanding his
perspective on writing praxis. For example, language is a cultural tool that aids learning; thus,
writing is a tool for learning, not just a product of learning (Smagorinsky, 2013). Teachers
whose writing praxis is founded in formalist theory will align their learning expectations to rules
for writing essays and conventions for writing—the essay form guides writing. In contrast,
teachers guided by progressive or post-modern theories, such as constructivism, feminist, and
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critical theories, will align their learning expectations to either the context of the writer or the
needs of the writer. For these teachers, audience and purpose guide writing.
Additionally, writers develop within writing communities resulting from critical
interaction with others through discourse, a communicative process of exchange between rhetor
and audience. One cannot fully understand the writing process by examining solely the
cognitive processes of the writer, because writing and learning happen socially when writers
interact with others to construct meaning (Vygotsky, 1978).
While many of the writing model frameworks of the late 20th century (Cognitive Process
Writing Model, Process Writing Model, and Post-Process Writing Model) have roots in
Vygotsky’s theory, they differ somewhat in how writing is prompted. For example, in the
Flower and Hayes (1981) Cognitive Process writing Model, the context or purpose for writing
prompts the writer to write (Cole, 1993). Additionally, their model focuses solely on the
individual cognitive functions of the writer. The writer is isolated from the classroom activity
itself and the community of writers. In the Process Writing Model, the writer prompts the
writing (Cole, 1993). In that model, writing is reflexive and recursive (Emig, 1971) and social
(Shaughnessy, 1976). In the Post-Process Writing Model, the need to communicate prompts
writing for the writer (Cole, 1993). Language becomes the bridge between wanting to write and
having an idea for writing.
Studies about writing reflect a long history of both product-based and process-based
paradigms that focus on what writing produces, and process-based paradigms that focus solely
on the writer’s cognitive routines needed to produce writing. However, teaching writing is both
art and science, product and process, complicated by teachers’ praxis about what and how to
teach.
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Chapter II: Literature Review
Teacher Beliefs as Pedagogy, Epistemology, Efficacy/Ability, Competency, or Motivation
Research concerning teachers’ beliefs about learning shows a strong relationship between
planning and practice. However, researchers have not thoroughly explored the source of those
beliefs (Pajares, 1992, 2003), further complicating the study of writing teachers’ praxis. Nespor
(1985) reminds us that failure “to attend to beliefs leaves the researcher in the position of being
able to develop only an abstract model … leaving the functions and uses of classroom structures,
and the social rules governing their use…hidden” (p. 3). Moreover, research regarding teacher
beliefs tends to be from the dualist psychological perspective that keeps the context separate
from mind and body and ignores activity as part of the context. Thus, Bandura’s sociocognitive
theory continues to promote a dualist perspective.
Different perspectives on human development and pedagogy (teaching and learning) lead
teaching in different directions, influencing how and what is taught and assessed, and what
claims may be made about instructional outcomes. Nespor (1985) reported that “failing to attend
to [teachers’] beliefs leaves the researcher in the position of being able to develop an abstract
model…of structures underlying classroom processes … [leaving the reasons for teachers’
decisions] hidden” (p. 3). Vygotsky (1978b) argues that thinking and doing is one socially and
culturally constructed unit he called consciousness. Thus, teachers’ beliefs are represented in
their actions; evidenced in their acquired skills, knowledge, resources, practices, and
interactions; and manifested through dialectical interactions within the self (internal) and with
the other (external).
The sociocognitive perspective could be improved through Vygotsky’s SCT and
dialogism in order to further explain how unified thought and action are transformed socially and
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are representative of belief. Their consciousness is represented in activity, embodied in doing,
and expressed in words. This discursive perspective communicates an understanding of the
complexities of teaching—a perspective worthy of research to understand how high school
English teachers’ beliefs about learning are supported and/or constrained by educational
expectations in a complex dynamic system that is the classroom.
The cognitive psychology research on teacher beliefs is vast and without consistency,
making it a “messy construct” (Pajares, 1992, p. 307). Research has defined beliefs as
pedagogical (methodology for teaching), epistemological (knowing, knowledge), efficacious (in
terms of ability), competency-based (in terms of capacity, capability), and motivational
(attitude). Much of the research on teacher beliefs is empirical and underscores the positive
relationship between teachers’ beliefs and their instruction (Pajares, 1992). Bandura (1986)
maintained that behavior is the better predictor of belief compared to outcomes. He defined
“self-efficacy” as a sub-construct of belief and a powerful predictor of behavior (Bandura, 1986).
In his review of the literature, Pajares (1992) defined beliefs as deeply held views
governed by emotion and attitude rather than thought, by culture and experience rather than
knowledge. He maintained that beliefs are resistant to change, and they regulate and mediate
knowledge (Pajares, 1992). In Social Foundations of Thought and Action, Bandura (1997)
explained that we possess a self-system that controls our thoughts, feelings, and actions. The use
of the term “system” harkens back to the informational processing model that grounds
sociocognitive theory. In his seminal work, Bandura (1997), described a self-system that exists
separately within the self, separate from our consciousness. This system therefore operates
without our conscious awareness that it is functioning, differing significantly from SCT.
However in subsequent work, Bandura (2006) notes an agentic perspective that clarifies how the
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self-system contributes to human agency. “People are contributors to their life circumstances,
not just products of them” (Bandura, 2006, p. 164). Bandura’s social cognitive framework
figured prominently in Pajares’ studies, continuing a practice in psychology of external forces
acting upon the cognitive processes within the brain separate from the consciousness of the
whole being as noted by Vygotsky.
In their studies of teacher efficacy, Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) shared findings that
confirmed Bandura’s tenet that belief is a powerful predictor of behavior. Their findings include
that “researchers found few consistent relationships between teachers and the learning of
students; teachers’ self-efficacy is an exception to this general rule; teachers’ self-efficacy
determines the teaching behavior” (p. 1398). These findings by Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) also
support Vygotsky’s position that the mind and action is a single, unified unit. However, the
Vygotskian view of an embodied person was not applied to the Woolfolk & Hoy (1990) study.
Similarly, Bruning and White (2005) found that teachers’ beliefs about writing were
independent and unique. Graham, Harris, MacArthur, and Fink (2002), in their validity test of
the Writing Beliefs Inventory, discovered that teachers’ orientations toward writing were related
to their instructional practices in a predictable and reliable manner, confirming that teachers’
instructional practices are wholly tied to their beliefs about instruction. Lee, Cawthen, and
Dawson (2013) studied the likely connection between teacher self-efficacy and conceptual
change, and found that self-efficacy did not predict conceptual change. Additionally, they
discovered that elementary school teachers are more efficacious than secondary teachers (Lee et.
al., 2013).
Kagan (1992) studied the connection/disconnection between teacher belief and teacher
practice. She concluded, “teacher beliefs appear to be relatively stable and resistant to change
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[as well as] associated with a congruent style of teaching that is often evident across different
classes and grade levels” (p. 66). A review of the literature suggests another factor that could
explain why teachers say they are unprepared to teach writing: Teachers may bring their histories
and experiences to their interactions with students, presenting them in instruction, and mediating
the relationship between planning and executing. Such a perspective emphasizes Vygotsky’s
view of writing, reinforcing the concept that activity is socially, culturally, and historically
constructed, co-constructed, and reconstructed (Cross, 2010). It also emphasizes his view of
consciousness and the embodied person, although such view is not part of the theoretical
framework of the studies reviewed so far. In her seminal study on teachers, Nespor (1985)
discovered, “to understand what teaching is, from the teacher’s perspective, we have to
understand beliefs which then define the tasks of teaching” (Nespor, 1985, p. 23).
Similarly, Theriot and Tice (2008) found in their case study of teacher beliefs and
practices that “teachers bring prior conceptions to their learning about teaching, and these prior
conceptions play a role in what [teachers] learn and how they behave” (p. 65). In the conclusion
of their report on teacher education, Cochran-Smith and Fries (2005) recommended that
researchers “examine and untangle the relationships between teachers’ beliefs and their teaching
practice” (p. 100). Goodman (2014) conducted a case study with middle school preservice
teachers, examining their beliefs and attitudes about reading and having to take a required
content literacy course. Despite these teachers’ largely negative attitudes and beliefs about
teaching reading at the secondary level at the start of the study, Goodman (2014) found a change
in their attitudes and beliefs following their participation in a required content literacy class that
drew largely on practices involving opportunities to reflect, collaborate, question, and wonder.
Goodman (2014) discovered from her study that “teacher educators need to provide preservice
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teachers with the reflective learning experiences necessary for their professional growth” (p.
193).
Cavanaugh (2012) analyzed high school writing instruction in her multi-case study of
how students engage in writing and develop personal agency through writing. Three themes
emerged from her student interviews: self as writer, responses to curriculum, and writing for
personal expression. Cavanaugh (2012) reported that students felt teachers controlled their
academic destiny. She observed that students knew their scores on standardized tests, but neither
knew what the scores meant in terms of skill or quality of writing, nor could students apply their
scores for self-growth or set goals for improvement. Cavanaugh (2012) described writing
instruction as following a formalist curriculum “ranging from assign and assess models, to
application of some self-regulated strategies, resulting in widespread inconsistency” (p. 206).
In her 2012 case study, Williams studied high school English teachers transitioning from
the Arkansas writing standards to the Common Core State Standards for Writing. Williams
(2012) was interested in English teachers’ perceptions of implementing the Common Core State
Standards and how their perceptions related to their acceptance of the Common Core curriculum.
She recruited two teachers—one 30-year veteran English teacher and one fairly new English
teacher. Both teachers volunteered to be early implementers of the Common Core writing
standards. The newer teacher, who admitted that he did not know how to implement the
Arkansas writing curriculum, reported that his transition to the Common Core State Standards
for Writing “would be the greatest change he needs to make” (Williams, 2012, p. 151); whereas
the veteran made few changes to her teaching to comply with the Common Core (Williams,
2012). In her findings, Williams (2012) shares “neither teacher in her study changed their
perspective toward their instructional methods, class preparation/lesson plans, nor writing
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assessment to reveal either a fully or partially implemented CCSS curriculum” (p. 167). In fact,
Williams (2012) found no evidence of the teachers ever implementing the CCSS. Williams
(2012) attributes their lack of implementation to their lack of knowledge of the Common Core
and their lack of time to reflect on how to implement the Common Core effectively.
Writing Next and Common Core Writing Standards
In their meta-analysis of writing instructional practices shown to improve the quality of
writing in students grades 4-12, Graham and Perin (2007a) identified 11 interventions with the
calculated effect size in parentheses: “strategy instruction (0.82), summarization (0.82), peer
assistance (0.75), setting product goals (0.70), word processing (0.55), sentence combining (.50),
inquiry (0.32), prewriting activities (0.32) process writing approach (0.32), study of models
(0.25), and grammar instruction (-0.32)” (p. 445). While not identified specifically in this state’s
standards, these strategies are recognized by the National Council of Teachers of English
(NCTE) and in Writing Next (Graham & Perin, 2007b) as evidence-based strategies for teaching
writing and are often part of professional development sessions delivered to teachers. Evidence
of these practices is worth noting during classroom observations. Graham and Perin (2007a)
offer a note of caution in the discussion of their findings: While Graham and Perin (2007a)
reviewed hundreds of studies for their meta-analysis, some practices have been researched more
than others, resulting in larger effect sizes than those practices that have been less researched.
Graham and Perin (2007a) remind readers of their study to view the findings for “sentence
combining (.50), inquiry (0.32), prewriting activities (0.32) process writing approach (0.32), and
study of models (0.25) as more tentative because they are based on a relatively small number of
effect sizes” (p. 465).
In his most recent book, In the Best Interest of Students: Staying True to What Works in
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the ELA Classroom, Gallagher (2015) reminds educators of their mission to educate children
amidst the demands of standards and accountability. He recounts the burdens and stressors of
No Child Left Behind legislation, calling out those who would simply cover the material
(Gallagher, 2015). Gallagher (2015) reviews strengths and limitations of the CCSS. Among the
strengths, Gallagher (2015) praises the connectedness of reading and writing within the
Standards, the emphasis on writing, and the value placed on process writing. Gallagher (2015)
criticizes the Standards for limiting the written discourses to just three (Argument, Explain, and
Narration). Gallagher (2006) cautions educators, “it seems we spend a lot time preparing
students for ‘fake writing’—the kinds of writing they will never do once they leave school” (p.
90). A champion for both writers and students, Gallagher (2015) alerts educators to the shift in
writing emphasized in the CCSS, signaling teachers to “do what is in the best interest of our
students” (p. 127).
Writing Teachers Must Write
Woodard (2013) examined the role one’s identity as a writing teacher plays in
instructional practice to explore the axiom, “writing teachers must write” (p. 377). Woodard
(2013) observed that knowledge and expertise do not necessarily appear in teachers’ instructional
practices. The two teachers in her study were both writers and identified themselves as writers,
but, in practice, these teachers restricted student writing to the demands of the curriculum.
Extant research related to teachers’ beliefs (Applebee & Langer, 2011; Bandura, 1986, 1993;
Farrell & Patricia, 2013; Graham, Harris, Fink, & MacArthur, 2001; Pajares, 1992, 2003;
Therriault & Harvey, 2013; Troia, Lin, Cohen, & Monroe, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, WoolfolkHoy, & Hoy, 1998; Tulley, 2013; Woodard, 2013) points to a consistent theme: To be a good
writing teacher, you must believe you are a writer. Kagan (1992) echoed this theme when she
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concluded her review of literature on teacher beliefs: “teacher belief may be mediated by the
epistemological differences inherent in respective content areas or by the instructional materials
that happen to be available” (p. 73).
Studies concerning the instructional benefits of teacher writing are few in number
(Brooks, 2007; Cremin & Baker, 2010; Gleeson & Prain, 1996; McKinney & Giorgis, 2009;
Robbins, 1996). McKinney and Giorgis (2009) studied how four literacy specialists identified
themselves as writers and teachers of writing. Their autobiographical narrative study revealed
some disconnects between the teachers’ identities as writers and their instruction. For example,
one of the literacy specialists in the study shared that how she writes personally is not the way
she teaches writing, suggesting that how teachers see themselves as writers impacts the way they
teach. The researchers, however, did not find any empirical research to support the notion that to
be a good writing teacher, one must also believe one is a writer (McKinney & Giorgis, 2009).
Farrell and Patricia (2005) studied how two teachers taught grammar compared to their
stated beliefs about grammar instruction. They found that what teachers believed about their
instruction, such as employing newer methods of grammar instruction, was only partially present
in their instructional practices. Instead, the teachers in this study relied on “traditional grammar
teaching” to meet the demands they perceived from school administration, parents, and the
curriculum (Farrell & Patricia, 2005, p. 10). Therriault and Harvey (2013) noted similar tensions
in their survey-based study with preservice teachers who experienced conflict between the two
types of training they experienced. They reported that such teachers often subordinated their
epistemological beliefs to their practicum experience, supporting the idea that beliefs may be
situational, contextual, and influenced by a collective belief (Bandura, 1998).
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Troia et al. (2011) found that what teachers assume about how children learn affects the
instructional materials teachers select, as well as the processes they use to teach writing. In his
study of the teachers’ beliefs in teaching language, Xu (2012) discovered “there is always a
discrepancy between what professionals say they believe and the way they act. In teaching, if
the discrepancy is a large one, then the learners are likely to receive confused and confusing
messages” (p. 1397). Pajares (1992) maintains that “teachers’ beliefs have a greater influence”
on their instructional planning and delivery “than [their] knowledge [about content or
pedagogy]” (p. 1397).
In her 1979 dissertation chaired by Janet Emig, Joyce Armstrong Carroll examined
whether student writing improved as a result of improving the teaching of writing. Her empirical
design involved a control group of teachers and an experimental group of teachers who attended
the New Jersey Writing Project (NJWP) Summer Institute. The NJWP, a consortium of Rutgers
University, the Educational Testing Service, and 19 New Jersey school districts, was one of 13
writing centers sponsored by the University of California’s Bay Area Writing Project (BAWP) to
launch a program in the late 1970s designed to improve writing outcomes for students.
Grounded in Emig’s research on process writing (Emig, 1971), the NJWP theory of practice had
four assumptions: “Teachers of writing should write. Writing is a mode of learning. Teachers
teaching teachers accomplish efficient curriculum change. Theory about assessment of writing
should enhance classroom practices” (Carroll, 1979, p. 4).
The NJWP differs slightly, but significantly, from other writing projects; it is the only
writing project to be validated through the National Diffusion Network (NDN) as a
Developer/Demonstrator Project. Moreover, Carroll (1979) found that students of teachers who
attended the NJWP Summer Institute wrote better than the students of teachers who did not
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attend the Summer Institute. The results of Carroll’s (1979) study were “statistically significant
and educationally important” (p. 1).
The National Writing Project
As part of the process writing movement, the Bay Area Writing Project, founded in 1973
by James Gray, a classroom teacher, evolved into the National Writing Project (NWP). A core
belief of the NWP was the explicit teaching of writing in every grade level through a learnercentered recursive process consisting of tasks such as planning, drafting, revising, editing, and
publishing (Kaplan, 2008). The NWP capitalized on Vygotsky’s cultural-historical theory
grounded in the premise that learning is social and language results from social learning
activities. One of the fundamental strategies taught in the NWP Summer Institute is the writing
workshop based on work by Peter Elbow, Nancie Atwell, and Linda Reif.
In the NWP Summer Institute, university professors and local schoolteachers meet for
five weeks during the summer, to learn and develop ways a community of learners could
improve writing practice. Through the Summer Institute, federally-funded and supported by
colleges and universities, NWP has expanded into a professional network that serves teachers of
writing at all levels, empowering them to become advocates for teaching writing. “The NWP
contends reflective and informed teachers who engage in writing themselves are in the best
position to both design and develop writing programs” (Kaplan, 2008, p. 339).
Teachers who have participated in a NWP Summer Institute often speak of its
transformative impact on teaching practice. Whitney (2008) reports: “NWP engenders such
dramatic changes because of the writing in which teachers engage in Summer Institute” (p. 145).
However, in their review of the literature related to the process approach, Pritchard and
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Honeycutt (2006) found that the “empirical evidence of the impact of NWP training on teacher
practices and student achievement [was] relatively thin” (p. 275).
In another study, Pritchard and Whitney (1994) shared evidence from a case study
showing improved attitudes among teachers who attended the Summer Institute; however, there
was “little difference in the teaching practices used by [NWP] trained teachers and non-trained
teachers” (p. 260). Bratcher and Stroble (1994) found similar results of teacher satisfaction
following the NWP Summer Institute. However, a review of studies examining the effects of
NWP on student writing produced mixed results. In their explanation of these results, Bratcher
and Stroble (1994) suggested that “full implementation of writing process instruction may
require more than gaining a repertoire of strategies: it may require re-construction of what one
values in teaching and learning, and time for doing so” (p. 86).
Troia, Lin, Cohen, and Monroe (2011) shared their insights after spending a year in a
writing workshop classroom. In their mixed methods study, they observed how the writing
workshop and its emphasis on process writing were generally associated with better writing
quality than formalist and traditional instructional practices. However, Troia et al. (2011) noted
that “variability is influenced by [teachers’] epistemologies and beliefs, experiences as teachers
and writers, and the teaching context” (p. 156). They also noted the limited available research
focusing on “teachers’ theoretical orientations and teaching self-efficacy for teaching writing”
(Troia et al., 2011, p. 158). In their investigation of sociocultural theory in writing instruction,
Englert, Mariage, and Dunsmore (2006) found that SCT is “under investigated in writing
research, even though there is general acceptance of the inherently social nature of writing” (p.
216).
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While there are differences among the labels and conceptual understandings of epistemic
beliefs, consistency exists among researchers who argue that epistemological views/beliefs lead
to differences in pedagogy, curriculum, and instruction (Bandura, 1986, 2005; Buehl & Fives,
2009; Hofer, 2006; Kuhn, et al., 1999; Nespor, 1995; Pajares, 1992; Schraw & Olafson, 2002;
Scheffler, 1965; Wilson, 2014; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). The challenge lies in untangling the
various definitions of epistemic beliefs—their characteristics and impact on teacher practices.
This chapter provided a discussion conceptualizing the effects of philosophies about
writing on English teachers’ writing praxis. I introduced a review of the literature related to
teacher beliefs, explored the connection between beliefs and pedagogy, and examined whether
writing teachers need to write. The major ideas that emerged from the literature review: most
preservice programs do not prepare high school English teachers to teach writing, very little has
changed in terms of the issues facing writing instruction in 40 years, the product versus process
binary is not the problem with writing, the Common Core Standards for Writing have narrowed
the writing curriculum in unexpected ways. What is missing from the literature and extant
research is an examination of writing from a SCT and dialogic perspective—an understanding of
writing as a tool for learning, something more than a course subject or a process that leads to the
development of a product (e.g., an essay). In chapter III, I describe my research design and
methods.
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Chapter III: Methods
I engaged in a qualitative multi-site, multiple case study: first, to understand teachers’
expectations for teaching writing based on their beliefs about writing; second, to examine ways
in which high school English teachers’ learning expectations are embodied in their classroom
praxis for writing; and, third, to illustrate the impact of external pressures on teachers’ writing
praxis. Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory coupled with Bakhtin’s dialogism served as my
theoretical framework. To achieve these goals, I analyzed six instrumental cases that
demonstrate high school English teachers’ expectations based on their beliefs about learning in
the context in which they teach. What follows is an explication of the study’s methodology.
First, I review the research questions and outline the study design. Second, I describe how the
case study serves the conceptual and practical purpose of the study design, as well as define the
type of case study. Thereafter, I describe the context of the study, the participants, the sample
and sampling logic, and the case selection process. Lastly, I conclude with a discussion of
evidence sources, data collection, and data analysis.
Research Design
I engaged in a qualitative, multi-site, multiple case (Yin, 2009) case study. Underlying
this study is a qualitative methods design that positions the researcher as an observer, an
interpreter, and a sense-maker of the happenings that occur around me (Denzin & Lincoln,
2000). A hallmark of qualitative inquiry is the researcher’s open acknowledgement of
positionality within the study—“the desire to get as close as possible to the participants being
studied” (Creswell, 2013, p. 20). While this desire to be close to the action guides the inquiry, it
is also representative of sociocultural theory (SCT) in the sense that teachers’ beliefs about
learning can neither be studied separately from teachers’ actions nor the context in which they
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occur, because those beliefs are situated within the classroom context. Accordingly, I asked the
following research questions:
RQ1: What are high school English teachers’ expectations for teaching writing based on their
beliefs about learning?
RQ2: How are high school English teachers’ expectations embodied in their classroom praxis?
RQ3: In what ways do external pressures impact high school English teachers’ writing praxis?
Research Methods
Case study.
Qualitative case study design is the suggested methodology when the researcher wants to
understand a real world situation within the context of the situation itself (Yin, 2014). As a
strategy of inquiry, case study provides the researcher with an authentic, realistic example—a
case that is bounded by time, geography, or place and relies on a variety of data collection
sources (Creswell, 2013). Case study is an especially appropriate research method when the
researcher seeks to explain a real world circumstance, e.g., “the how or why some phenomenon
works” (Yin, 2009, p.4). Additionally, case study offers depth of understanding a phenomenon
resulting not only from bounding the case, but also from collecting and analyzing the varied
points of data.
Unlike a randomized controlled trial or survey-based study, a case study can provide
detailed evidence on a topic about which not much is known. Because the patterns that are
constructed from the cases are more relevant to my study than the cases themselves, I used a type
of case called an instrumental case (Creswell, 2013). Instrumental cases are selected for a study
because they facilitate understanding of a larger issue (Stake, 1995), as opposed to the cases
being intrinsically interesting in and of themselves. Consistent with SCT, the use of multiple
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cases honors a relativist orientation to inquiry by relying on multiple realities and meanings that
are observer dependent and co-constructed through mediated activity and experience.
Context of the study.
I conducted my case study at three public high schools in a very large school district in
the southwestern United States. Each of these high schools has a very distinct and specific
context in terms of graduation rate, demographics, and writing proficiency. Context is also
important to SCT and therefore critical to the study of each individual school and individual
participant selected as a case. Because the context of a case can be broadly or narrowly
conceptualized (Stake, 1995), I used a table to illustrate the context at each high school (see
Table 3.1). I will treat the cases holistically, but my unit of analysis is the individual teacher at
each site.
Table 3.1
High Schools Participating in Study*
Roadrunner VoTech Cactus High School Saguaro High School
High School



Star Rating
Graduation Rate (2015)
100%
83%
67%
ACT Average
Composite Score
19.1
17.2
14.8
(District Average=17.2)
Demographics
Hispanic
68%
73%
46%
Black
4%
8%
30%
White
21%
10%
14%
Asian
3%
5%
4%
High School Writing Proficiency Exam (HSPE) Percent Proficient
2012-2013
97%
73%
57%
2013-2014
99%
75%
67%
2014-2015
97%
79%
58%
*All school names are pseudonyms. Any resemblance to a real school name is coincidental.
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Another aspect of the context is that each campus has English Department governance
and site-based organizational governance that may exert expectations on teachers. This school
district recently adopted an empowerment model (Ouchi, 2006), moving all fiscal and curricular
decisions from its central office to individual school site leadership. The 2017-2018 school year
marks the first year of such school-based decision-making. This shift from central administrative
decision-making to site-based decision-making could result in different types of external
pressures on teachers regarding curriculum and instructional choices than in the past.
Implementation of the curriculum is site-based; however, the high school English
curriculum is defined by state standards (State Academic Content Standards; see Appendix G)
and based on the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and were adopted in 2011. Between
2011-2013, states adopted the CCSS and renamed them. In the state this study was completed,
the Common Core State Standards were adopted for Kindergarten through 8th grade in English
language arts and Mathematics in 2011, and in high school English and Mathematics in 2012.
They were renamed Academic Content Standards (see Appendix G), with 10 Academic Content
Standards for Writing (Table 3.2).
Table 3.2
State Academic Content Standards for Writing
Domain
Standard
Text Types and Purposes
Standard 1=Argument
Standard 2=Informative/Explanatory
Standard 3=Narrative
Production and Distribution of
Standards 4 & 5=Process Writing
Writing
Standard 6=Technology
Research to Build and Present
Standard 7=Research
Knowledge
Standard 8=Evaluation
Standard 9=Evidence
Range of Writing
Standard 10=Assessment
Standards 1-6 (See Appendix G) address strategies such as setting product goals, inquiry,
prewriting, and process writing that were identified by Graham & Perin (2007a) in their meta-
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analysis. The school district under study has course objectives aligned to the Academic Content
Standards for Writing for each English course taught in the district high schools (See Appendix
D-F). These course objectives are approved by a Curriculum Commission, and become part of
the state’s Administrative Code, the high school graduation requirements, and the state’s Revised
Statutes regulating high school graduation.
Curriculum maps and sample units are housed in the Curriculum Engine, a web-based
program managed by the school district that curates curriculum documents and materials.
Teachers are evaluated by professional standards (Educator Professional Framework) (see
Appendix H) that define instructional practice standards. In terms of learning, SCT defines the
necessary conditions for learning: learning tasks that are scaffolded from abstract to concrete, a
language-rich classroom, opportunities to learn and engage in collaborative discourse, models of
good writing/reading, and feedback from peers/teacher. Some of these conditions are captured
by the educator professional framework (Table 3.3), such as:
Table 3.3
From the Educator Professional Framework (See Appendix H)
Standard 2
Learning tasks have high cognitive demand for diverse learners
Standard 2/Indicator 4
Teacher operates with a deep belief that all children can achieve
regardless of race, perceived ability and socio-economic status
Standard 3
Students engage in meaning-making through discourse and other
strategies.
Evidence of these standards and indicators are also worth noting during classroom observations.
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Sampling.
Sampling decisions are very important to case study design (Creswell, 2013). Three
teachers from two of the three high schools had initially volunteered to participate in a larger
pilot study—an exploratory quantitative study designed to examine the structural relationships
between teacher attitudes toward writing, teacher efficacy toward teaching writing, and student
achievement in high school writing using structural equation models (SEM). Approximately
1,500 high school English teachers were surveyed about their attitudes toward writing and their
general efficacy toward teaching writing using Likert-style survey instruments. Approximately
130 surveys were returned, and of those, 90 were viable. While the SEM has not yet been
completed, initial descriptive statistics and regression models of the pilot data yielded findings
inconsistent with the literature, prompting the need for this tangential qualitative, multi-site,
multiple case study.
Because I used instrumental cases, replication logic and a purposive sampling strategy
(Patton, 2002) was applied to the three teachers from the pilot who agreed to be interviewed and
the purposive sample of schools that agreed to participate in this study. Then, I sought additional
teachers who differed on the following criteria to give broader variation in the sampling: years
teaching, type of teaching credential, type of high school assignment (e.g., magnet, career and
technical academy, comprehensive), and whether the teacher ever attended a National Writing
Project (NWP) Summer Institute. (Teachers in this district come from all over the United States
and could have attended a NWP Summer Institute anywhere). I purposefully selected cases that
are representative of the teachers who teach in this large southwestern school district. Figure 3.1
captures the demographics of the six teachers who were the focus of this multi-site, multiple case
study.
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Figure 3.1 Participants

While Yin (2009) stresses the importance of each case to the organization of a study, the
individuals selected as instrumental cases may help clarify a larger issue (Stake, 1995). Each
case exists within a bounded system (Stake, 1995). In my study, the cases are bounded
physically at the classroom level. Because the cases are at different geographical locations, the
case study is multi-site (Creswell, 1995). It is nested or embedded (Yin, 2009) because two
participants are located at one site and three participants are located at a second site while one
participant is included from one other site.
Access to teachers.
As a long-time employee in good standing within the school district where I conducted
the study, I did not anticipate problems securing sites and participants for my study. I began
planning in advance and followed the processes to secure approval both from the University
Internal Review Board (IRB) and the school district’s research office. I had concerns about
securing permission from the school principals, but was confident that I would succeed. In order
to conduct research in this school district, a researcher must first apply to the District’s Research
Division by submitting a research proposal. Once I secured District and IRB approval, I had to
contact the principals at the high schools where I wanted to conduct research and request their
written permission to conduct research on their campus during the instructional school day.
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After obtaining the principals’ written consent, I submitted copies to both the district Research
Division office and my university IRB. Those consent forms had to be approved by both the
district Research Division and my university IRB. After securing approval, I was cleared to
begin my observations.
Over the duration of approximately 16 weeks, I observed classroom instruction one hour,
per participant, one day a week from November 2017 to February 2018 by using my
accumulated vacation days from work. In total, I observed 96 hours, or 16 hours per classroom.
My goal as a non-participant observer was to be as “interesting as wallpaper” (Stake, 1995, p.
59) during classroom observations so as to disrupt neither instruction nor student learning.
While in the classroom, I sat at a student desk so I could capture the happenings, interactions,
and activities in my field notes occurring during instruction. Because teaching is interactional
between student and teacher, I wanted to observe and describe (and later analyze) the interplay
while still maintaining my participant-observer positionality. Consequently, I maintained a
separate notebook for each participant. In the field notebook, I drew pictures and diagrams in
addition to taking descriptive and reflective notes (See Appendix C for Field Note Protocol).
Less formal communication, such as when participants had questions or I needed their
feedback on something, were often conducted via email or text depending on the complexity of
the communication. The structured interviews conducted at the start of the study were designed
to be given in a single face-to-face setting. Some participants were very talkative while others
were less so, requiring follow-up either by email or face-to-face. The follow-up contact was
negotiated between the researcher and the participant, and occurred via email, Skype/FaceTime,
at school, or off-campus. In total, I spent approximately 49 hours corresponding with my
participants.
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My Lens as a Researcher
As a veteran teacher and curriculum specialist, I carry my own beliefs about learning and
maintain a teaching philosophy for writing instruction. I have cultivated my teaching philosophy
over many years, but I think my beliefs about learning are deeply rooted.
I began my teaching career as a middle school English Language Arts teacher in Georgia.
As a teacher in Texas, I attended the New Jersey Writing Project in Texas 2000 Summer
Institute. I am a Pewter Level trainer. Over 20 years, I have taught English in every grade
between 4th and 12th, except 9th grade, in six school districts in four states. I have taught basic
English classes, inclusion classes through Advanced Placement™ English, including both
Language and Composition and Literature and Composition. As a teacher leader, I have
participated in state committees to revise curriculum standards for high school English and
elementary and middle school ELA, wrote statewide lesson plans for curriculum units on
writing, delivered statewide professional development workshops related to new statewide
writing curricula; and was selected lead writing teacher for my district/region. As a district-level
leader, I continue to serve on state committees to revise curriculum standards, deliver statewide
professional development sessions related to new curriculum standards, participate in textbook
adoption and curriculum commission proceedings, and develop curriculum frameworks.
Another component of my position is to work with teachers and administrators to provide
technical assistance on how to improve language and literacy instructional practices at individual
school sites. I believe all children can learn and grow. Learners come to school with a variety of
backgrounds and life experiences—affluent and impoverished, positive and negative. Those
backgrounds and experiences should not preclude learners from learning and developing into all
they are capable of becoming.
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I also believe that learning is the process of constructing new meanings from the context
of the curriculum, rather than merely acquiring the meanings of others. Knowledge is neither a
luxury reserved for the privileged and the willing nor a means of perpetuating a caste system of
achievers and non-achievers. Public education provides all students the opportunity to change
their destiny and achieve above expectations. I began my doctoral program wondering about the
origins of teachers’ beliefs about learning and their philosophy for teaching writing. I am
curious to discover what themes will be constructed through my perspective from the data with
these questions.
Data Collection Process
A unique strength of a case study is its ability to synthesize a full variety of evidence.
For this study, I collected evidence through the initial interview, photo elicitation, photo
reflection, artifacts, and classroom observations that I triangulated in support of my interpretation
of the evidence and to clarify meaning based on the unit of analysis. Table 3.4 is a data table
(Putney, 1997) that delineates the type of data collected in relation to the research questions.
This data table also illustrates the timeline of collection, and the analytic procedures used based
on particular literature that defines the analysis.
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Table 3.4
Data Collection and Analysis Table
Research Question
English teachers’
expectations based
learning beliefs?

Data to be Collected
Photo Elicitation,
Interview Transcript

Tools/Techniques
Discourse Maps

Expectations
embodied in
classroom praxis for
writing?

Observation,
Member Check,
Field Notes,
Teaching Artifacts

Event Maps
Burke’s Pentad
Domain analysis
Taxonomic Analysis

Time of
Literature
Collection
Putney, 1996; November
Wertsch, 1998 2017March
2018
Putney, 1996 JanuaryWertsch, 1998 February
Spradley,
2018
1980

External pressures
impacting praxis?

Observation
Member check Field
notes
Interview Transcript

Domain analysis
Situated meaning
analysis
Triangulation

Spradley,
1980
Putney, 1996
Denzin, 1989

FebruaryMarch
2018

Collection by research question.
Research question one.
For research question one, I conducted a structured interview (See Appendix B for
Interview Protocol) with each participant that included photo elicitation (Harper, 2002). As an
interviewing technique, photo elicitation originates in anthropology as a means for capturing a
part of the story that “isn’t there” (Harper, 2002, p. 23). In a postmodern sense, the strength of
photo elicitation lies in its ability to be subject-centered or author-centered (Harper, 2002, Torre
& Murphy, 2015). In the context of my study, discussions about teachers’ beliefs may be
complicated by teachers’ inability to explain their beliefs or their lack of awareness about their
beliefs. Teachers may be hesitant to discuss abstract concepts. Photo elicitation removes that
hesitation by inviting the participants to bring their own voices to the interview in the form of
photos (Harper, 2002; Torre & Murphy, 2015). Photos help pull ideas out into the open in order
to get beyond the limitations of the spoken word (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992, Harper, 2002). I
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gathered tacit information regarding teachers’ beliefs that they may be uncomfortable sharing
verbally (Balomenou & Garrod, 2016; Dunne, Hallett, Kay, & Woolhouse, 2016).
The interview, based on the photo elicitation, provided valuable evidence relative to
research question one. Teachers were given questions in advance to prompt the photographs to
which participants captured images as a response. The interview questions, for example,
encouraged participants to reflect on their instructional praxis for teaching writing. Then,
participants wrote a brief reflection describing how the image captured their response. The
interview process was enriched through collaboration between researcher and subject, cocreating meaning and significance (Harper, 2002).
Another benefit of using visual representation is that it draws attention to the beliefs
under study. Images may lead teachers to new understandings of their own thoughts and
practices. Additionally, the images provide the researcher with the means of understanding
teachers’ perceptions (Balomenou & Garrod, 2016; Torre & Murphy, 2015). Participants
submitted their photos to the researcher via email as attachments or shared them through Google
or Dropbox.
The interview setting was negotiated between the participant and the researcher. The
interviews occurred between late spring 2017 and early fall 2017. Depending on the participant,
the length of the interview varied from one hour to three hours, requiring follow-up
communication via email, Skype/FaceTime, or face-to-face depending on the complexity of
communication. I recorded interviews and transcribed interviews using my iPhone and the
Voice Recorder App. Following the interviews, I analyzed the transcripts, photos, and photo
reflections using sociocultural analytic perspective (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998), which I will
explain in more detail in the section on data analysis. Photos, photo reflections, and interview
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transcripts were compared to what was observed in the classroom to generate data sets that were
then analyzed to create the discourse maps. Each discourse map displays the results of the
analysis conducted for the data set related to each participant.
Research question two.
In research question two, my focus was on whether high school English teachers’
expectations for writing were embodied in their classroom praxis for writing. The evidence I
collected derived from weekly classroom observations during class periods when teachers taught
writing. Classroom observations offer a variety of data points that may be used to triangulate
qualitative data, strengthening the validity and reliability of the case study. As a non-participant
observer, I collected two-column field notes in a notebook from a distance, recording data
without directly involving the people under study.
To avoid misinterpretation or misrepresentation (Hammersly & Atkinson, 1995), I
designed a two-column observation protocol for capturing field notes—both descriptive and
reflective (see Appendix C for example). Entries included the date and time of the observation
(Angrosino, 2007), as well as details describing the circumstances surrounding the events, and
any personal reflections, insights, confusions, etc. (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). I then arranged to
meet the teachers at a later date to conduct member checks of the observations to both verify the
validity of the account (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) and to clarify any questions. Member checking
may be considered controversial by some because the co-created interpretation may lead to
confusion rather than confirmation (Creswell, 2013; Lincoln & Guba, 1985), and truth is
situational (Lincoln & Guba, 1995). However, member checks also offer research participants
an opportunity to correct errors, challenge what may be perceived as incorrect interpretation,
and/or volunteer additional insight that may be valuable to understanding the observation. More
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importantly, member checking is consistent with this researcher’s relativist (Creswell, 2013)
perspective.
In addition to classroom instruction observations, I collected lesson plans and handouts,
and other instructional materials and/or artifacts, which provided data relevant to question two.
By combining and triangulating the data in this manner, I created a complex data set that not
only represented activity, but also the dialectic of interacting influences (Wertsch, 1998) relevant
to question two.
Research question three.
Research question three seeks to understand how external pressures impact high school
English teachers’ writing praxis. For this question, I triangulated (Denzin, 1989) the data sets
created from the photo elicitation, reflections, and interview transcripts and from the classroom
observations and the teaching artifacts. In question three, I specifically looked for intimations of
impact based on external pressures. This technique required multiple reads of the data and
confirmation during the member checks.
Data Analysis Using a Sociocultural Analytic Perspective
Applying a sociocultural analytic perspective (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) provided an
opportunity to examine teachers’ expectations for student learning based on their beliefs about
learning. Sociocultural analysis makes visible how words and actions come together to show
meaning in a classroom setting (Putney, 1996). Gee (2014) advocates that “speech always has
far more detail in it than any recording or transcription system could ever capture” and suggests
capturing as much of the dialogue in real time rather than relying on a recording device (p. 136).
To overcome the challenge of gathering thick description (Geertz, 1973) on an invisible
construct such as teacher beliefs, I applied sociocultural analysis (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998)
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to connect my interpretation of participants’ actions to their writing praxis. Within my
sociocultural analysis (Putney 1996; Wertsch, 1998), I used situated meanings, intertextuality,
discourses, and the guiding theme of Bakhtin’s dialogism to make the analysis viable and
successful.
Because language is social, cultural, contextual, and situational, I used a variety of
sociocultural analytic perspectives (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) that focused on the
interactions among thinking, doing, and saying, as well as the significance of situated meanings
and contextual understandings.
Central to the process is Vygotsky’s notion of intersubjectivity, the sharing of a
social world through the process of negotiating meaning (Kozulin, 1990) allows
us to see what the participants jointly construct in their talk and actions, and thus,
how practices associated with being literate in that classroom come into being
(Putney, 1996, p. 130).
Discourse has multiple voices, and those voices are often set against each other dialogically.
These techniques made examining the dialogic tension between language as a vehicle (e.g., for
understanding) versus language as a thing (e.g., for communication) authentic and accessible,
thus expanding the multiple functions of language, and challenging essentialist product-based
views of writing.
Language encompasses form and structure, content, and grammar, but it also can
illuminate the speaker’s history, politics, personal values, status, and culture (Gutierrez et. al.,
1999; Moje et. al., 2004; Putney, 1996; Walqui, 2006; Wertsch, 1998). Being literate requires
both rhetorical and interpretive skills (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998). Recognizing the hybrid
nature of language (written and oral) and how a teacher leverages language to improve students’
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writing skills illuminates a teacher’s epistemic beliefs about knowledge and learning (Carroll,
1979; Emig, 1977; Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998). The analytic procedure used for this study is
further detailed by research question. In some cases, an analytic procedure was conducted that
brought together multiple research questions when appropriate.
Data analysis process.
Sociocultural discourse analysis—research question one.
The data analysis began with sociocultural discourse analysis (Putney, 1996; Wertsch,
1998) of the photos, reflections, and interview transcripts. For each participant, I reviewed each
photo, reflection, and transcript for motifs that collocate to make explicit how participants talk
about their expectations for writing and their beliefs about learning (question one). I then created
a Discourse Map for each participant (See Figures 4.1-4.6) illustrating this relationship by using
specific quotes from the interview transcripts and photo reflections to demonstrate situated
meaning from the emic perspective.
I applied a situated meanings analysis based on sociocultural analytic perspective
(Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) for each participant. The purpose of this technique is separate
those elements that are explicit from the elements that are implicit or symbolic in the content.
Situated meaning analysis (Wertsch, 1998) is a contrastive analysis; it is an opportunity to
compare and contrast all of the data elements across all of the cases.
As a result, I was able to look across all of the cases to determine whether a pattern
existed in terms of external pressures and/or impact on teachers’ praxis. (See Figures 4.18-4.23)
This perspective framed my second level of analysis providing context and detail that helped me
triangulate the data to show across the cases participants’ pedagogical perspectives on learning,
compositional paradigms, and teacher behaviors.
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Event mapping—research question two.
My second research question focused on how high school English teachers’ expectations
are embodied in their classroom expectations so I relied on my field notes from the classroom
observations and the teaching artifacts I collected as data. For the first level of analysis, I started
with event mapping (Putney, 1997) (See Figures 4.8-4.13) some of the memorable instructional
observations from each participant. An event map (Putney, 1997) connects activities or actions
to a common idea or concept (e.g., a class lesson, class period). These events could be linked to
form larger units of time, if that was under study. The point being an event is “an analytic unit”
(Putney, 1997) with subevents that may examined discursively by applying sociocultural
discourse analysis (Putney, 1996). I used event maps to examine to examine the types of
activities in which teachers and students engaged and whether a pattern(s) emerged relative to
my second research question.
Burke’s Pentad and Depth of Knowledge—research question two.
An additional technique for interpreting activity through a sociocultural lens is to use
Burke’s Pentad (Figure 3.2) (Wertsch, 1998). To use the Pentad, which is generally represented
as a five-pointed star, I delineated each influencer within a dialectic interaction (Figure 3.2) thus
making explicit who is doing what (e.g., who is teaching what to whom and who is learning what
from whom or what). The artifacts I collected were used for this analysis. The data is organized
in a six-column table that consisted of each interacting influencer (actor, acts, scene, agency,
purpose) as an orienting label to examine each of the classroom artifacts under the Pentad Labels
(See Appendix I).
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Figure 3.2 Burke's Pentad
Actor

Purpose

Acts

Agency

Scene

In this analysis, I combined my field notes and the teaching artifacts to create a complex data set
representative of not only activity, but also a complex dialectic of interacting influences
(Wertsch, 1998) that yielded insight related to question two.
Due to the complex nature of learning activities and the knowledge acquisition they are
designed to enhance, I further identified the level of cognitive demand or Depth of Knowledge
required for each activity. Depth of Knowledge (DOK), based on Norman Webb’s (1997) work,
groups learning tasks based on the complexity of thinking or cognitive load required by the task.
Levels 1 and 2 relate to lower levels of cognitive demand. For example, Level 1 requires recall
of facts or rote application of simple procedures, while Level 2 requires multiple mental steps
such as comparing, organizing, summarizing, predicting, and estimating.
For tasks requiring deeper thinking or higher cognitive demand from students (Levels 3
and 4), teachers would provide sufficient instructional support and scaffolds, including time to
complete task that ensure student success. Level 3 requires students to use planning and
evidence, and their thinking at this level becomes more abstract and less concrete. For a Level 4
activity, students will need to synthesize information from multiple sources, or they may be
asked to transfer knowledge from one domain to solve problems in another. Examples of
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activities as this level might include analyzing multiple texts to extract themes, or writing an
original story in a particular style of authorship (Aungst, G. 2014).
The data I collected and analyzed for question two could bring insight to the dialectic
complexity of teaching writing. In other words, DOK is about how deeply students know
something so that they are able to apply or transfer the learning to different contexts. Not all
learning needs to be learned deeply. The ultimate question in curriculum and instruction,
however, is what needs to be known deeply, what are the essential knowledge, skills, and
abilities that need to be learned deeply? Do we see these knowledge, skills, and abilities taught
spirally throughout the year and at different levels of complexity? DOK is one way to monitor
and measure these skills and abilities.
Domain analysis—questions two and three.
To understand better the interaction between participants’ expectations and their
classroom writing praxis, I needed an analytic tool that would make visible those relationships.
In domain analysis (Spradley, 1980), cover terms represent “categories of meaning” (p. 90) that
are used to show semantic relationships within the data sets. I conducted domain analyses
(Spradley, 1980) on my field notes, which provided valuable information relevant to questions
two and three.
The multi-step analysis process included establishing patterns by looking for
correspondences between two or more categories to establish a small number of categories
(Stake, 1995). I conducted within-case analyses first, whereby I analyzed each case for themes.
During this process, I lumped all of the elements together and looked for patterns. (See Figures
4.14-4.16) Then, I used taxonomic analysis (Spradley, 1980) to compare by grouping the
elements into subcategories. (See Figure 4.17) I repeated this process across my cases.
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Validity and Limitations
One of the challenges facing qualitative research lies in the issue of validity. The
researcher’s positionality as sole data gatherer raises concerns related to bias, data analysis, and
interpretation because the researcher cannot be completely objective no matter which strategies
are employed to encourage objectivity. As a result, the researcher must take necessary and
systematic steps to collect data for discourse analysis that protect the validity of the study. I
conducted multiple levels of systematic analysis (Spradley, 1980) in search for relationships and
patterns among and within my data. Throughout my study, I have referred to the different
methods I used to collect and analyze my data. The use of different methods to collect and
analyze data can lead to triangulation—a means for developing valid understanding through
convergence of information. I achieved triangulation through comparison and contrast of the
data, interpretations of the participants, and methods of analysis that became part of the reflexive
process of this case study (Denzin, 1989).
Limitations of the study.
A couple of issues limit this study. First, I studied six high school English teachers in a
district of thousands of English teachers who matriculated from a variety of teacher preparation
programs across the United States. I chose to look deeply at the dialogic phenomena of belief
and writing praxis. These six instrumental cases were representative of a cross-section of the
larger teacher population. Additionally, having six participants in the case study created an
opportunity to examine teacher praxis in-depth.
A second limitation of the study was the intentional focus on teacher praxis and artifacts
exclusive of student work. My original concept for research question two was to comprehend
how teachers’ writing praxis was embodied in their everyday instruction. However, the reality of
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classroom life—the relative silence and lack of language rich learning environments challenged
observational data gathering techniques. So much of the learning was done independently by
students. Having student work samples may have provided insight about the level of
engagement in the assigned work and whether students were rising to the level of expectation.
Additionally, the work samples could speak to the kind of feedback participants would give
students on their work—another kind insight into their writing praxis.
Not wanting to infringe on instructional time, I scheduled observations around
participants’ preferences. In addition, participants did not allow videoing of their classroom
activities. This meant I had to rely solely on my field noting technique to capture classroom
interactions.
In this chapter, I outlined my methodology for this multi-site, multiple case study.
Beyond the research design, I provided details about the context and participants and I
thoroughly explained my methods for data collection and techniques for data analysis. In the
next chapter, I present the data and analyses from my study, and how the data answer the
research questions that guide this case study.
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Chapter IV: Findings
In this chapter, I advance the results of the data analyses conducted for this multi-site,
multiple case study of high school English teachers’ writing praxis and how their praxis is
impacted by external pressures. I briefly discuss the origin of the data; describe each form of the
data, and how I synthesized the data. I re-introduce the participants and context for the study.
Lastly, I share my findings that are organized as themes within each research question. In
qualitative research, the process of finding meaning in the data requires careful interpretation and
consideration of what is happening explicitly as well as implicitly (Heap, 1980). As a result, my
analyses and instruments are explained within the context of each research question.
Data Analytic Summary
My methods for collecting data in the field included photo elicitation (Harper, 2002),
interviews, classroom observations and two-column field notes, and instructional artifacts. The
data analysis began with sociocultural discourse analysis (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) of the
photos, reflections, and interview transcripts that became Discourse Maps for each participant
(See Figures 4.1-4.6). These maps show specific quotes from the interview transcripts and photo
reflections to demonstrate situated meaning from the emic perspective. This perspective framed
my second level of analysis providing context and detail that helped me triangulate the data to
show across the cases participants’ pedagogical perspectives on learning, compositional
paradigms, and teacher behaviors.
My second research question focused on how high school English teachers’ expectations
are embodied in their classroom expectations so I relied on my field notes from the classroom
observations and the teaching artifacts I collected as data. For the first level of analysis, I started
with event mapping (Putney, 1997) some of the memorable instructional observations from each
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participant. The observations and artifacts next were analyzed using Burke’s Pentad (Wertsch,
1998) (Figure 3.2). In question two, I explored not only whether teachers’ expectations for
writing are embodied in their classroom praxis, but also the interrelationship, the
intersubjectivity, between their expectations and their praxis (See Appendix I).
Using the same complex data set, I applied a third analytic technique—domain analysis
(Spradley, 1986) (See Figures 4.14-4.16) to compare all the data elements from all the cases
together at once. From the complex data set comprised of the field notes and teaching artifacts, I
was able to create categories based on the kinds of writing, ways to teach writing, the
characteristics of praxis, and the reasons for doing the things the participants did. My final
analysis with this data set was a level two taxonomic analysis called a taxonomy (Spradley,
1980, 2016) (See Figures 4.17) to compare the data (what I observed) to the extant research.
Similar to the domain analysis, the taxonomic analysis also makes visible the findings relative all
three of my research questions.
For question three I applied a situated meanings contrastive analysis based on
sociocultural analytic perspective (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) for each participant, looking for
intimations of impact based on external pressures. In terms of question three, I was able to look
across all of the cases to determine whether a pattern existed in terms of external pressures
and/or impact on teachers’ praxis. In what follows, I illustrate the findings by research question
based on the analytic techniques summarized above.
Question One: Expectations & Beliefs
Sociocultural analysis (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) of the photos, reflections, and
interview transcripts for each participant made visible how participants talked about their
expectations for writing and their beliefs about learning (research question one). Further scrutiny
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of these complex data sets resulted in the development of themes that unified my cases,
emphasizing the phenomena even more, as instrumental cases are known to do (Stake, 1995).
Because sociocultural analysis views data as dimensional (Wertsch, 1998), the latent meaning in
my first research question signifies that an interrelationship existed between teachers’
expectations for writing and their beliefs about learning. Therefore, my analysis concentrated on
the interrelationship rather than on simply identifying the what.
To accomplish this, I juxtaposed participants’ words and phrases against situated
meanings by using what participants wrote in their photo reflections or said in their interviews
against what I observed in their classrooms (See Figures 4.1-4.6). Drawing from Bakhtin (1981),
meaning comes from context. From this dialogic tension, I drew meaning related to research
question one and the interrelationship of participants’ expectations for writing and their beliefs
about learning (e.g., the teacher’s role, the origin of knowledge, the nature of the learner, and
what knowledge is of value). Through this process, I discovered themes in my findings; these
themes are consistent with much of the extant research on teachers’ epistemic beliefs about
learning and teachers’ expectations for writing. Prominent among my findings were the
following, which I will discuss further:


Findings confirm participants’ expectations for writing were formed outside their
methods courses.



Evidence points to form driving writing rather than meaning. In other words,
participants privilege form rather than language when it comes to teaching writing.



The guiding pedagogical paradigm is transmission, instruction is teacher-centered,
and teacher behavior is mostly teacher as leader.
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The knowledge of most value is knowing how or that. There was a clear emphasis on
knowing how to write argument.

Figure 4.1: Discourse Map Beverly
Beverly’s Expectations for Writing
Methodical
Instructional
Process completed outside of class
Approach
Structured
Assignments
Rules
Skip lines
Handwritten
Proofread
Edit
Strategies
Small groups
Reading-writing connection
Grammar and conventions
Writing workshop
Process writing

Beverly’s Beliefs about Learning
Teacher’s Role
Leader

Origin of Knowledge

Authority

Nature of the Learner
Vessel
Knowledge
of
Value
Knowing How
Situated Meanings
“I enjoy teaching writing and enjoy reading student work, but I really hate grading it.” (Photo reflection)
“They just want to write. I think the hard part is to explain to them that once you know the rules, you can break the
rules.” (Lines 47-49)
“I have decorated my walls with quotes from famous authors and famous people because I like quotes. I like words
and I think quotes are inspiring. They can also be open to interpretation by anyone who reads them.” (Photo
reflection)
“My belief about teaching writing is this: if you are not willing to take the process seriously, acknowledge that it
even IS a process, then you will not be successful—or at least be as successful as you could be. Going through all
the steps, being methodical, making several attempts and finding failure are all the things that help to shape a
person as a writer.” (Photo reflection)
“I firmly believe there’s a direct correlation (and I don’t have any research to prove this) but, if you’re a kid who
likes to read and you’re a kid who likes to write, then your writing is going to be so much better and on such a higher
level.” (Lines 58-61)
“I don’t think students spend enough time with writing as a process. I think they think that you can sit down in
front of a screen and just type it up immediately and turn it in.” (Lines 71-73)
“I don’t even look at myself as a writing teacher. As for all the things we have to do, the Common Core has sucked
all the life, fun, and creativity out of this job for me.” (Lines 107-108)
“I think the hardest thing sometimes is just getting something on paper. And, then once you got something there, you
could play with it. But just getting it down is hard.” (Lines 140-142).
“I don’t like formulas for writing.” (Lines 143)
“I think writing is just part of what I think we have to do. It’s assignment-based on the Standards….I have these
grand plans that every year they are going to write more and then I don’t think we ever get to write as much as I want
us to write.” (Lines 149-152)
“The thing about writing is that it is so layered.” (Line 163)
“I think of a writing teacher as someone who spends a great deal of time themselves writing. I think people who are
writing teachers enjoy writing themselves and do spend time writing and they spend time reading about writing. I
don’t spend a lot time reading about writing.” (Lines 182, 185-187)
“For me, writing has become something is something I have to do. It’s not something we get to do anymore.”
(Lines 191-192)
“I have a group of students who need to pass an examination….we wrote a process paper based on a collaborative
writing activity we did….They worked on skills…they practiced using evidence and explaining their
opinions…they wrote, rewrote, wrote, re-arranged. It was a big experience for them. And, a good experience for
me.” (Lines 194-213)
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Beverly used to play school as a child. For one of her birthdays, her brothers gifted her
with a chalkboard and chalk (lines 3-5). She thought teaching was fun. Beverly, an English
teacher, has taught Creative Writing in the past, but does not see herself as a writing teacher. “I
think writing is just part of what we have to do. Now, it’s assessment-based on the Standards …
All the process is done outside of class. I have to rely on them [the students] to do what they will
do (lines 149-154). I don’t like formulas for writing …. they limit creativity.” (line 143).
Words such as rules, structure, grammar, conventions, proofread, and edit appeared
regularly in Beverly’s transcript and reflection and in my field notes. Beverly spoke about
writers’ workshop and writing process, but neither were observed. Beverly spoke candidly about
the external pressures that make teaching writing as process a challenge. “Going through all the
steps, but being methodical, making several attempts, and finding failure are all the things that
help to shape a person as a writer” (photo reflection).
Beverly spent a few minutes at the beginning of every class checking in with her
students. To the untrained eye, it looked like informal chit-chat, but I saw language hybridity
(Bakhtin, 1981; Wertsh, 1981) that created a third space (Bhabha, 1994; Gutierrez et al., 1999).
Beverly would use the content of those discussions to transition into the academic lesson.
“We’ve been speaking very socially about movies, using slang and colloquialisms. You can’t do
that in your college essays unless you set it off with quotations as though you’re quoting
someone” (from field notes, 1-9-2018). As a veteran high school English teacher, Beverly
demonstrates her knowledge of the writing process (photo reflection, lines 140-142); she
articulates what should be happening (photo reflection). Beverly balances the dialectical tension
between policy and experience by leveraging the third space in an effort to move from
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transmitting knowledge to students to a transactional model that creates opportunities for
students to interact and construct knowledge for themselves.
Meryl also played school as a child. She “tutored” students in her basement as a
youngster. Like Beverly, Meryl did not talk about any specific course in her teacher preparation
program on how to teach writing. Meryl alludes to a profession development program she
attended in the district called Step-Up-To-Writing™ that provides teachers with structured
instructional support for teaching writing formulaically (lines 165-166).
I saw a similar dialectical struggle in Meryl’s data. Meryl’s expectation for writing
emphasizes readability through editing. Meryl wants her students “to learn about writing: to
present themselves correctly” (photo reflection). Similar to Beverly, she, too, feels the strain of
external pressures, “I feel prevented, at times, from going deeper into to the content and writing
tasks…” (photo reflection). However, the focus remains on writing an argument, developing
claims, and collecting relevant evidence.
Meryl creates a community of care in her classroom. She wants to be the guide, yet she
has not released responsibility for learning to her students. Meryl sees herself as the sole
evaluator of the writing (lines 105-106; 224-226). The dialectical tension in her classroom:
“They don’t learn anything by me validating them” (line 121) and “I love to go over their work
with them” (lines 161-165). Again, Meryl, similar to Beverly and Luise, has built relationships
with her students that could leverage language hybridity and third spaces to create teaching
moments or even conditions that could transform learners on multiple levels (e.g., cognitively,
creatively, academically).
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Figure 4.2: Discourse Map Meryl
Meryl’s Expectations for Writing
Authentic writing tasks
Community of care
Instructional
Structures
Approach
Different sentence forms
Systematic
Academic writing focus
Enjoyable to read
Building common vocabulary
Reading-writing connection
Teacher-student conferences
Goal setting
Collaborative writing
Strategies
Modeling
Graphic organizers
Writers Workshop
Step-Up-To-Writing™
I-Charts™

Meryl’s Beliefs about Learning
Teacher’s Role
Guide

Origin of Knowledge

Trial and error

Nature of the Learner
Blank slate
Knowledge of Value
Knowing How
Situated Meanings
“I write. I always have.” (Photo reflection)
“I fought it [becoming a teacher] for a long time….So after bouncing around for a while in a career in
photojournalism and creative writing, I just could not [ignore] the call anymore. I got my degree in education.”
(Lines 27-30).
“I want students to learn about writing: to present themselves correctly. If you don’t know how to do this well,
people will take advantage of you.” (Photo reflection)
“I would say formal writing is what they struggle with the most.” (Lines 52-53).
“I feel prevented, at times, from going deeper into content and writing tasks because [students] lack the skills to
adequately express themselves in a written format.” (photo reflection)
“I have high expectations. I think their perception of writing has changed … because we’ve gone from all of that
feeling writing to more formal writing.” (Lines 67-69)
“I had one of my best writing students say, ‘I just can’t do it. I hate this! I want to throw this in the trash.’ I told
her to throw it in the trash. Throw it in the trash and start with something again. So there was a lot that switching
over to being able to write formally. Now we are in the good stages. But at first, it was like…’no you can’t just tell
me about how feel about Othello. You have to develop a thesis statement and support it with textual evidence.’”
(Lines 72-78)
“Writing is a consistent routine in my class.” (Lines 90-91)
“There’s no surprise when we are writing or the expectation of classroom environment when we are writing. They
have that. I spend a lot of time front-loading a common vocabulary so they know what I’m talking about.” (Lines
93-95)
“I spend some time at the beginning of the year on that common vocabulary. Targeted lessons go from there. And,
so do authentic writing tasks.” (Lines 96-98).
“I read every word [they] write. Every word [they] write is important to me.” (Lines 105-106)
“Also, I always try to bring in the writing and reading connection.” (Lines 110-111).
“I like to edit. They don’t learn anything by me validating them. I try to comment on how to grow as a writer.”
(Lines 121, 127-129)
“I conference a lot with them. I love to go over their work with them. They set goals. Then, they write about
them.” (Lines 161-165)
“Sometimes they are reading to me and I’m on the Elmo showing them how to enhance the vocabulary; how to
enhance their writing.” (Lines 184-185)
“I am a stickler for the end product…how the final copy presents itself and looks. [It has to be] typed and
[published]. It has to have various different forms of sentences in it.” (Lines 224-226)
“I mean we write all the time all the time. I’m trying to think about what we don’t write about.” (Lines 262-263)
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Figure 4.3: Discourse Map Reddik
Reddik’s Expectations for Writing
Instructional Approach
Apprenticeship
(Vocational)

Strategies

Sharing tools
Correct grammar
Students’ decisions
Always a draft

Small group
Peer editing
Peer groups
Differentiation
Training
Scaffolding (as a grouping
scheme)
Holistic
Teacher-driven feedback
Think Aloud
Models, Showing
Process writing as discrete stages
(“Done when it’s due)

Reddik’s Beliefs about Learning
Teacher’s Role
Origin of Knowledge

Nature of the Learner
Knowledge of Value

Coach [who leads learning;
trainer]
[Innate]; kids have strengths
and weaknesses;
lower/higher levels
[Vessel/Blank Slate]
Knowing How

Situated Meaning
“How did someone put it? Apprenticeship model, right? I’m trying to share tools with them. I’m trying to coach them. I’m
trying to question them. I’m always telling them the only thing that is correct in writing is your grammar.” (Lines 61-65)
“So, I’m the kind of the person, well It’s always a draft, even, my phrase in my class, I’ll tell them even a final draft has the
word draft in it and nothing is ever finished.” (Lines 72-74)
“My philosophy about writing is that there is always a better way to say something and to remind students to stop and be
readers before they publish their writing.” (From photo reflection)
“There’s a structure, and there’s some rules that you have to kind of follow to make sure that you’re trying to say on paper is
communicated on paper correctly to your reader. Because you can’t do it like you do when you are talking.” (Lines 220-222)
“So, it’s learning how to translate that and give them those tools again, too. You want to say this. Let me show you how to say it
on paper.” (Lines 225-227)
“I think for me, maybe the challenge has been the way I that I teach writing. I don’t necessarily have a … and I don’t know if
this is right or wrong, but I just use the scaffolded approach where I’m saying well these students are low, these students are
high, because I feel that every student may have a strength and a weakness.” (Lines 91-95)
“I’m really holistic….I’m just giving people the feedback they need.” (Lines 99, 102-103)
“I think one successful strategy even just this week that have had is, is bring in…like an idea I’m still trying to coach my general
students on is peer editing. So, I gave them the rubric, and we read a sample paper together from a student that is in a different
class…I asked the students how would you grade this and I think it was really neat to see a big spark from my general students.
Like, ‘Wow, okay, not only can I see what that person did and I know where they made their mistakes’ ” (Lines 124-131)
“We start talking about process writing. I think it comes in when we start, when I try to build on that idea that you’re not
done…. The idea that you just spewed on paper, so now you have you ideas. They’re there. Now, we have to move to move to
the drafting stage…. They feel like writing is just supposed to get on paper and then I’m done. I turn it in. And, I’m pushing
them to revise, and go through that process.” (Lines 304-313)
“I did most of my thesis in grammar. I don’t like teaching grammar in isolation. I like looking at grammar in context. Many
lessons might pop up every now and again, but most of its always look back at your writing.” (Lines 315-318).
“We never actually teach students to say here’s a correct sentence. Why? Why is this correct? And, have them analyze that
sentence for the rule and what they may be seeing and helping them to scaffold their articulation of why this sentence is correctly
written. Then, give them three or four sentences, so they can go through and see a pattern….” (Lines 322-327)
“I’m an applied practitioner…. Why do students do this and how can, what’s out there to help me understand how to make this
better and teach better. So, there’s the applied practitioner within. There are always questions that I have that I can’t answer so I
think that’s what drives my pedagogy to want to do research and look into some on these issues. So …when I say pedagogy, ...I
look at practice…. I’m in the moment and I’m going to try this and wow it worked or didn’t, so now I’m not going to use that
anymore.” (Lines 344-352)

71

As a young child, Reddik discovered teaching when he was moving boxes for his uncle
who taught second grade. In his uncle’s classroom, Reddik answered a second-grader’s question
and was hooked. Later when he was a student himself, Reddik wrote his master’s thesis on
grammar, so he is influenced by his own research and experiences with form. Reddik also
teaches part-time at a community college, which may shape his instructional decisions. Reddik’s
focus on procedural [writing] knowledge is akin to what Fulkerson (2005) describes as
“traditional procedural rhetoric—an axiological commitment to judging writing by suitability to
the context” (p. 671).
Reddik’s favorite phrase, “Nothing is ever finished. Even final draft has the word draft in
it” (lines 72-73), is important, but does not discount that his instruction begins with the essay
form rather than with an idea or a word or to make meaning. Reddik spoke about process
writing; however, I did not observe multiple, recursive stages of process during my observations.
I observed the final product having more importance than the individual components that
contributed to the piece.
Reddik refers to the “Apprenticeship model” (line 61) in his interview to describe his
writing pedagogy. To many educators, the apprenticeship model denotes a specific pedagogy
grounded in Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory. However, ongoing conversation during the
interview as well as Reddik’s photo of three desks and his reflections connote a widely different
interpretation of the Model. Reddik’s understanding of apprenticeship applies more to that of
master and trainee; one who learns on-the-job or in-the-moment. Reddik’s reference to
scaffolding lends insight into his beliefs about the learner in addition to his writing praxis.
Similar to his reference to apprenticeship, scaffolding usually refers to temporary supports,
whether linguistic or developmental, designed to assist students’ access grade-level content. A
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closer analysis of Reddik’s language use in the interview and photo reflection, he uses
scaffolding as a grouping scheme for feedback. “I just use the scaffolded approach where I’m
saying well these students are low, these students are high, because I feel that every student has a
strength and a weakness….” (lines 93-103). While Reddik references social learning (line 297)
within the context of process writing, he does not seem to have the axiological view of writing as
a social act. Desks are arranged in rows and peer feedback is problematic. Moreover, Reddik’s
paradigmatic instructional focus targets students’ ability to write the text types correctly (lines
402-404) under his lead as the teacher.
Figure 4.4: Discourse Map Jayne
Jayne’s Expectations for Writing
Values evidence
Instructional
Prompt-driven
Approach
Connected to text
Practice
Teacher-driven
Guided help
Cooperative groups
Strategies
Journals
Peer editing

Jayne’s Beliefs about Learning
Teacher’s Role

Leader

Origin of Knowledge

Authority

Nature of the Learner
Knowledge of Value

Vessel
Knowing How

Situated Meanings
“I teach writing through practicing.” (Photo reflection)
“They practice writing everyday by writing in the journal at the beginning of class.” (Photo reflection)
“We do like a week-long process basically where I introduce what I want them to write about…” (Lines 6-7)
“I feel that writing should be a fun exercise, not just something they see as a necessary evil.” (Photo reflection)
“So that whole week, it is introducing it and helping them pick out text evidence. Then, I have two or three days
where I bring them up in pairs and go over their work with them. They have to peer edit each other’s work do
that sort of thing and that’s very helpful. I think that’s probably the best way. But, in my opinion, the west way to
make them better at writing is to just have them write all the time.” (Lines 11-16)
“My expectation with students when learning writing is that they are able to do it independently and without
constant asking or prodding. I want my students to be able to freewrite for extended periods of time.” (Photo
reflection)
“I personally have always really enjoyed writing for myself and I wanted to teach English because those were the
classes that I really enjoyed in high school and I like reading and writing.” (Lines 25-27)
“I think the best way to teach them is to have them do things over and over and over again and repetition.” (Lines
33-34).
“I have had no formal training [to teach writing].” (Line 36)
“I purposely put kids…in groups of four…a low level kid next to a low medium, a medium high kid next to a
high….(Lines 56-65)
“Since I am a new teacher, I feel like every day I am learning new writing techniques to teach my students. I took
the ARL program to get my license, so teaching English writing has mostly been self-taught.” (Photo reflection)
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Jayne, on the other hand, has no formal training (line 36), but has always enjoyed writing
for herself and wanted to teach English because those were the classes she most enjoyed in high
school (lines 25-27). While form drives the writing, participants at Cactus High School employ
some scheme of the writing process. Jayne “does a week-long process basically where [she]
does introduces what [she] wants [students] to write about …” (lines 6-7). In Jayne’s classroom,
the form is the prompt. As a “self-taught writing teacher” (photo reflection), Jayne has students
do things repeatedly.
Figure 4.5: Discourse Map Luise
Luise’s Expectations for Writing
Manageable chunks
Correct
Clear
Precise
Instructional Approach
Assignments
Values evidence
Teacher-guided
Independently-written
Connected to text
Formula
Paragraph models
Teacher-Student
Conferences
Strategies
Teacher Feedback
Prompt-driven
Differentiate
Rewriting

Luise’s Beliefs about Learning
Teacher’s Role
Expert

Origin of Knowledge

Authority

Nature of the Learner
Knowledge of Value

Vessel
Knowing How

Situated Meanings
“I assign writing at the group level and then break into small groups to give individual attention.” (photo reflection)
“The part of teaching English that I love is teaching writing.” (Lines 4-5)
“I love helping them breakdown the process.” (Line 5)
“I try to give them all of the tools [that] I have at my disposal. I love it. Other than being a mother, it is the hardest
job I have ever had, but it is also the most rewarding.” (Lines 7-9)
“I had an awesome mentor teacher when I did my student teaching.” (Line 24)
“I break it down into the small….I assume they come in knowing how to construct a sentence. I use a modified
version of the Jane Schaeffer paragraph model.” (Lines 43-46)
“Then, I do the small writing conferences to make sure they are on the right track.” (Lines 47-48)
Plans writing instruction by “look[ing] at what [they] are doing…. This year, I’ve given them paragraph by
paragraph, and they’re building to the prompt.” (Lines 50-52)
“Even if they never write another essay again after my class, I tell them they will need to defend themselves in
writing at some point in their lives—whether it is to justify behavior as a job or get a refund from the cable
company.” (photo reflection)
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Luise credits her “awesome mentor teacher” during student teaching (line 24) for
“breaking things down and teaching writing as formula” (line 26-27) as the person responsible
for Luise’s expectations. Luise explained that teaching is a second career. Her mentor teacher
removed the mystery from teaching writing, making it possible to teach writing so that students
could pass proficiency. From her mentor teacher’s method, Luise was able to make sense of
what needed to be done.
Luise is much more structured than Jayne in her approach. The five-paragraph essay
form drives the writing. The topic for the essay is text-dependent and Luise provides paragraph
models for each of the paragraphs. Students work on the paragraphs one-at-a-time, one-week-ata-time. “I use a modified version of the Jane Schaeffer paragraph model” (lines 47-48). Words
such as correct, clear, and precise appeared regularly in Luise’s transcript and reflection.
Luise created third spaces (Bhabha, 1994; Gutierrez et al., 1999) when she invites
students to conference with her in small groups. I will discuss this in more detail in question
two. Luise says she loves teaching writing (lines 4-5); yet, the irony of her statement is that the
instruction occurs at her conference table, in the third space. Her assignments, while excellent
language supports and exceptional scaffolds for analytic, compare/contrast, and argument essays
are still assignments. Knowledge is transmitted passively through lecture, assigned reading and
writing, and independent work. Again, this practice of transmission is not specific to Luise. I
observed this with all of my cases. The act of creating third spaces demonstrates that some of
these teachers are ready to move from a transmittal paradigm to a transactional paradigm and
ultimately to a transformative paradigm.

75

Figure 4.6: Discourse Map Pete
Pete’s Expectations for Writing
Experience
Instructional
Individual
Approach
Practice and
Rhetorical sentence structures
Repetition
Variety of sentence types
Modeling
Outlining
Study of Models
Strategies
Essay exemplars
Vocabulary
Practice
Talking about good writing

Pete’s Beliefs about Learning
Teacher’s Role
Leader

Origin of Knowledge

Trial and error

Nature of the Learner
Knowledge of Value

Vessel
Knowing That

Situated Meanings
“I do sentence types, outlining, we break free of those outlines. I show examples and we discuss them. I guess
probably the most successful thing we do has been is to review essay exemplar at home, return the next day, and
talk about what we need to do as a class. We find similar mistakes and discuss them and I reteach what I think
needs to be retaught.” (Lines 22-26)
“I find teaching writing to be a very individual thing. Each kid needs his/her own instruction. It’s a lot of one-onone instruction that does it.” (Lines 31-33)
“A kid has to find his or her own voice through the act of writing, like journaling. Writing is a mixture of things so
we teach different strategies. We do vocabulary every week. We build sentence styles, rhetorical sentence
structures, and we try to employ those when we write.” (Lines 48-50).
“So, my philosophy is to give them as many tools as I can [for their] toolbox and they can pull those tools out as
they need to. I think you need to be repetitive with it. So, I do a lot teaching and re-teaching to be sure they get
it….We go over things probably more than the kids would like, but they need the repetition. They need lots of
practice, lots of repetition. Providing instruction on what they need to do next time seems to really help a lot.”
(Lines 57-64)

Pete said he always wanted to be a teacher (line 5), but added that his undergraduate
program did not prepare him (line 9). He said, “Experience more than anything prepares you”
(lines 9-10). He says he uses the Norton’s Field Guide to Writing as a resource for teaching
writing (line 42).
Pete’s expectations for writing are more nuanced than other participants, but still guided
by form. Similar to Reddik, who also teaches AP English, Pete relied on essay exemplars, the
AP essay exam rubric, and the study of model’s strategy (Graham & Perin, 2007) when
reviewing essay structures. Writing instruction was tied to the essay structures assessed by the
AP exam. Students completed most of their work outside of class and class time was used to
discuss what was read, review and/or revise writing, and/or take notes on class lecture.
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Transmission, teacher-centered instruction, and teacher behavior as leader.
In every classroom I observed, the desks were arranged in rows. Pete always delivered
instruction from behind a lectern. Beverly, Meryl, and Reddik each arranged the desks in their
classrooms to face inward, creating a center aisle. This room arrangement permitted Beverly,
Meryl, and Reddik to deliver instruction not only from the front of the classroom, but also from
the center and back of the classroom. Jayne’s and Luise’s classrooms had a traditional
arrangement. Both teachers delivered instruction from the front of the classroom. In all cases,
teachers led instruction. Words such as give, model, practice, repetition, train, correct, grade
were common among all of the transcripts and photo reflections. However, there are some
anomalies worth noting.
Knowledge of most value is knowing how.
Across the cases, words such as tools, readiness, right way, correct, need-to-do indicated
an instructional emphasis on developing skills so students know how. Additional analysis
showed that, in terms of writing, students were developing skills for writing claims, counter
claims, citing relevant evidence, and writing arguments—knowing how to write an argument.
From a classical ideal of education, such an emphasis is consistent with Cicero’s Rhetorical
Tradition (Bizzell & Herzberg, 2001)—an orator would be knowledgeable about a wide range of
subjects, well-spoken, and used rhetoric to shape opinion rather than persuasive techniques. In
modern curriculum theory, Cicero’s ideal is often exemplified by liberal arts curricula.
For research question one, I conducted a level-two Sociocultural analysis (Putney, 1996;
Wertsch, 1998) using the discourse maps (Figures 4.1-4.6) to triangulate the data across the
cases.
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Figure 4.7 Expectations for teaching writing

Transformative

FORM

MEANING

TRANSMITTAL
TEACHER CENTERED
TEACHER as LEADER

Transactional

Transmittal

TRANSFORMATIVE
STUDENT CENTERED
TEACHER as ACTUATOR

Expectations for teaching writing from the review of the literature would suggest that we
prepare to move from a transmittal teaching model through a bridging of transactional model to
actual transformation (Figure 4.7). “A transformative approach is one in which teaching and
learning are in a dynamic and reciprocal relationship, and one in which learning and
development are essential to both the teacher and the students” (Putney & Floriani, 1999, p. 27).
The Discourse Maps display the collected the words which I had been triangulated using
sociocultural analysis and Bakhtin’s theory of dialogism in order to derive meaning based on the
context (situated meaning). Aggregating the data set in this manner illustrates participants’
patterns of being through the interrelationship of their own words and reflections.
Question Two: Expectations and Observed Praxis
Having established participants’ expectations for writing and their beliefs about learning,
the next step was to determine whether those expectations were visible in their writing praxis.
The intent of my second research question was to examine ways high school English teachers’
expectations are embodied in their writing praxis. Again, I started with sociocultural analysis
(Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) of my data—my field notes from the classroom observations and
the teaching artifacts I collected as data. These were complex data sets requiring careful analysis
from different vantage points in order to make the relationships clear and the nuances
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conspicuous. To manage this analysis, I completed multiple analyses using a variety of tools.
For the first level of analysis, I started with mapping (Putney, 1997) some of the memorable
instructional observations from each participant (Figures 4.8-4.13).
The event maps represent a day in each of the participant’s classrooms. The events are
represented in the farthest left column, and also indicated by the double lines in the table. The
class period is divided into sub-events, which are identified by titles in the third column.
Analysis of each classroom event confirms many of the findings in question one. In the event
maps, I captured some of the student responses to teacher behaviors that add additional context
to the analyses. Of particular interest is the concept of third space, which is a dynamic taskdriven space where collaboration and co-mediation occur between the learner and a more
knowledgeable other (e.g., between a teacher and a student; between students, one who is
mentoring the other, or a group of students working collaboratively) (Gutierrez, et. al., 1999).
Figure 4.8: Event Map—Class Session (Meryl 1-31-18)
Time

Sub Event(s)

Phase(s)

Actions

Analytics

8:30am

Class Begins
Good
Things/Gratitude
Statement(s)
T reviews HW
Mini Lesson:
FANBOYS

8:50am

Transitions to
Dialectical Journal

 S enter classroom
 T asks students to share
 T returns Socratic Seminar
notes to S
 T reviews run-on sentences
 T reviews punctuation rules
for independent clauses
 T conducts a mini-lesson on
FANBOYS
 T explains Dialectical Journal
assignment

Building relationships is
essential to building third
spaces. S need to feel safe.

8:42am

 Getting settled
 S share Good Things
and/or statements of
gratitude
 T Reminds S of
homework issues

8:55am

Journal & Video
Clip
Watch video clip
and text

 T reminds s that
they will read aloud
using the modern
text rather than the
Shakespearean text
 S read text aloud

 T shows a video clip of
Othello
 T leads a brief discussion of
the clip
 T asks for volunteers to read
the text aloud
 T asks for a volunteer to
skim p. 1 and briefly

9:05am
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12th grade S are beyond a
static lesson on coordinating
conjunctions.
They need to apply this lesson
to their own authentic
writing—maybe a college
essay.
The lesson gets lost in the
transition to the Dialectical
Journal; Coordinating
Conjunctions is a spiraling
skill that needs to be revisited
often and in context, in
reading and in writing
 Teacher-led instruction
 S passively
learning….reading.

9:10am

 S summarizes
 T repeats with p. 2
 S echo “Iago”

9:15am
9:30am

9:40am
9:45am

Explains Journal

 Responses must be
at least two
sentences long.
 For Journal, S look
for quotes in Othello
that provoke a
response. Then,
label the quote:
Q=Quote
C=Connect
CL=Clarity
R=Reflect
E=Evaluate

summarize p. 1
 T asks S to pronounce “Iago”
together
 T says, “Say ‘Iago’ on your
own
 S comply.
 S discuss Iago’s character
 Class continues to read text
aloud

 T explains how to write in
Dialectical Journal
 T gives S time in class to
write Dialectical Journal

 Writing is teacher-directed
 Content is evidentiary; no
creativity, no ideation
needed.
 Purpose is to prove S read;
writing is ReaderResponse.

The event maps illustrate moments in each participant’s class at which a third space is created—
whether it is to build relationships with students in the case of Reddik’s (Figure 4.9 below) and
Meryl’s classrooms (Figure 4.8 above) when they take a few moments to solicit “Good Things
and Gratitude Statements” from students.
Figure 4.9: Event Map—Class Session (Reddik 1-31-18)
Time

Sub Event(s)

Phase(s)

Actions

10:30am

Class Begins
Good Things
Warm Up

 Getting settled
 S share Good
Things
 Displayed on
screen—Warm Up:
Create a visual
model of what you
understand is the
research process
(e.g., a recipe or
visual model)

 S enter classroom
 S grab Chromebook and go to
desk
 S begin warm up
 T takes attendance at computer
 T asks if anyone has Good
Things to share
 T reviews four-week process of
how to do research
 T reads warm up
 S points to his screen, “Mister,
like this?”
 T, “Don’t get so technical. Just
get down your thoughts either
in a recipe or as a visual.”
 T, “Three minutes more. Some
of us are getting’ there and
some of us are draggin’.”

10:35am

10:39am

10:40am
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 Teacher takes a few
minutes a few minutes to
build relationships that are
essential to building third
spaces.
 However, instruction is
teacher-directed, lecturebased.
 Lesson on research has
focused on gathering
research with a focus on
citing evidence for at least
the last four weeks.
Research is not focused on
the process of inquiry, but
on the citing of resources

10:41am
10:42am

Review Research
Process
Reteach

 Activate prior
learning

Citations
Purdue OWL

 Learn how and
when to cite

MLA

 MLA is the style
for the AP exam

Wrap Up

 Redirect

10:45am

10:50am

10:55am

10:55am
11:03am
11:10am
11:20am

11:30am
11:35am

11:40am

 S, “We’re having a brain fart.”
 Student Teacher, “You’re
creating a visual. So, what’s a
visual? Everything you can
about the research process.”
 T, “So let’s review. Our
purpose is to be sure you’re
clear on what the process is.”
 T writes on the board.
 S says, “Find a topic that
interests me.”
 T asks, “Where does the topic
come from?”
 T reminds S that he generated a
list of topics for them.
 S says, “Narrow the topic.”
 T says, “Develop a question to
base research on.”
 T asks, “Why do I need a
research question?”
 No response
 S says, “Use Google.”
 T says, “We do a Crap Test to
check reliability. We use
Google Advance Search and
Key Terms.”
 T says, “We’ve done okay, but
we’re missing one step.”
 T, “One more thing.”
 T, “Keeping track.”
 T says, “We need to learn how
to cite and when to cite.”
 T shows S the Purdue OWL
site.
 S read the section on in-text
citations.
 T reviews the section
 T tells S to pull up one of their
resources and create an in-text
citation
 T turns off light and raises his
hand to quiet the room. “I’m
teaching you the basics. I
want you to understand why
we do this…” goes on to
explain.
 S write a full reference citation
for a source.
 T checks in with groups
 T goes to Son of Citation
website to demonstrate how
often the site is incorrect.
 T demonstrates how to
correctly produce an in-text
citation.
 T announces that 15 minutes
remain until the end of class.
He directs S to begin putting
presentations together.
 T says, “I will give you 10-12
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 This is an AP class, the
focus of instruction should
be on text analysis, e.g.,
how the author uses
language for effect, how
the structures text for
effect. Instead the focus of
instruction is on citing
evidence in text and even
then on a very narrow
focus, in paragraph
citations.
 Reddik described in
interviews his instruction
as being similar to a
workshop; however, the
event map illustrates a less
structured class session that
is neither a workshop nor a
traditional lecture, but
clearly teacher-driven,
teacher led
 Transmission of knowledge
since students are
recipients of knowledge
 Students are asked to
apply knowledge without
any real instruction to
ensure that what was
taught was learned
 However there is no
expectation of knowing
deeply beyond what
students can recall from a
Google search

 Teacher uses a formative
assessment (DOK 2) to
check for understanding.
Can students cite correctly

min to work with your partner
to put together your slides.
Ok, let’s work.”
 T raises hand to pull S’
attention back and redirect
attention to task.
 T raises hand to pull S’
attention back and redirect
attention to task.
 T reminds S his will use AP
rubric to score research paper.

11:45am
11:50am

In Jayne’s classroom (Figure 4.10 below), the third space is created following the written journal
when she leads a brief discussion of the journal prompt asking students to discuss what they
wrote. Jayne uses the less formal “ya’ll” to engage students in discussion around a that is linked
thematically to the short story they are reading in class. She calls on a student by his name and
he responds to the question. Jayne extends the dialog by repeating part of the student’s answer
and adding detail, modeling the syntax of academic discourse.
Figure 4.10: Event Map—Class Session (Jayne 1-9-18)
7:00am

Sub Event(s)

Phase(s)

Actions

Analytics

Class Begins
Word of the Day
(WOD
Journal

 WOD—Cower (v):
to crunch or curl up
 Journal Prompt:
The saying goes—
money can’t buy
happiness. Do you
agree or disagree?
Why?

 T asks, “what do ya’ll think?”
 No response
 T, “Student Name, What do
you think?”
 S, “Friends only go with you
because you give them stuff.”
 T extends S’ responses by
repeating S’ answers or asking
why

Review
Reading The
Lottery

 Yesterday’s work

 T: “So, no one finished
yesterday’s work. So, take that
out.
 “If you weren’t here yesterday,
you’ll need the pre-reading
notes.”
 T (thinking out loud): “How
will we do this today?” Ok.
Read to page 3 today.”
 T: “Once we catch up…we will
read more. Work together.
You have 15 minutes. You can
move if you want to work with
someone who can help you.”

 Jayne attempts to connect
to students through the
journal assignment by
using a common adage.
 The subsequent
conversation was an
attempt at third space, at
connecting with students
 However, teacher assumes
that students have the
cultural knowledge of the
adage; teacher lacks
cultural
sensitivity/awareness of
who her students are
 T literally thinks aloud in
front of students. This was
not an opportunity to give
students a choice. Teacher
did not know what to do
with this group who were
behind her other class
periods according to her
lesson plans.
 T provides answers to SG
questions, then S engage in
popcorn read which
research does not support.

7:15am

7:20am
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7:31am

Study Guide
questions

 S completed During
Reading Questions
(open-ended)

Today’s Agenda
Reflective
Question

 Second sheet begins
with a reflective
question: Are all
traditions good
ones? Why or why
not? Give specific
examples.

7:40am

MiniLesson:
Foreshadowing

 T: “Let’s talk…What did the
mood change into? Refresh
my memory. What did you
say yesterday?”
 S: “Happy.”
 T: “What did it evolve into?”
 Silence
 T: “What are they doing?
What is happening? Are they
celebrating?”
 Silence
 What is the mood of the
crowd?
 S: “Depressed”
 T: “What are they doing in
paragraph 5? What are they
doing? When a kid is called
to a parent, what does that
generally mean?
 T: What would we call the
lottery? A tradition?
 T: First paragraph, second
page, what does it say? When
did it start? So the tradition
has been going on for a long
time….
 T: “Are they enjoying the
changes?
 S: “No, because it is
tradition.”
 T: “In our society, what are
some traditions that we have?”
 Silence.
 T: “What do we do every four
years?”
 Student: “Leap year.”
 Student: “We have an
election.”
 T: “Yes! We have an
election.” T goes on to
explain the electoral college
system.
 T transitions to Elmo. She
calls it class notes. She
displays—
Foreshadowing: a literary
device which a writer gives an
advance hint of what is to
come later in a story.
 S write in the reading guide.
(There is a Cloze sentence for
sentence to fill in.)
 T: Did everyone get that?
Ok. We have five minutes.
We are going to try to read to
page 5.
 S popcorn read the story.
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 Jayne attempts to connect
the story to students by
using the presidential
elections as an example of
a tradition. This example
fails because it is not
culturally relevant to
students. Has she used the
Hunger Games or the
Olympics, she may have
had more success.
 Is this due to her lack of
experience? Or is this
because she lacks cultural
awareness?

 Jayne then transitions to
the Elmo.
 She delivers a traditional
lecture and students copy
lecture notes. An example
of teacher-led instruction,
teacher as expert.

Pete (Figure 4.11 below) creates a third space when he jokes with students about the length of an
epic poem (400 pages), before returning to the seriousness of the lesson. However, the teacher
offers no visual aids or linguistic supports to assist students learn the material with mastery.
Figure 4.11: Event Map—Class Session (Pete 2-14-18)
Time

Sub Event(s)

Phase(s)

Actions

7:00am

Class Begins
Warm up and
Review

Read a passage
Answer multiple choice
questions
Self-correct with a
partner

Teaching Time
Poetry Packet
#3: Imagery

Reviews the structure of
each poem which
contributes to the
imagery and identifies
which ones are eligible
for the poetry project

 Students arrive
 T welcomes S
 T distributes task and explains
directions
 S read passage/poem silently
and answer multiple choice
questions
 Then, S work in pairs and small
groups to re-read and check
work
 T approaches lectern and says,
“Okay.”
 S stop working and look up.
 T provides gist of poem, then
quickly reviews answers to
multiple-choice questions,
stopping to explain when
needed.
 S self-correct.
 T: “Write the number correct at
the top and pass forward.”
 Review concludes and T says,
“Get out your poetry packet
#3”
 S fill in answers based on the
teacher’s oral lecture (without
ppt or visual support)
 T models the structure of a
sestina poem on the board.
Then, shows them a sestina in
the packet.
 Read “Alta forte” by Ezra
Pound
 T asks if they see the pattern.
 T: “An epic poem…”
 S asks, “How long does an epic
poem have to be?
 T: “A minimum of 400
pages…”
 S laugh
 T: “Dramatic monologue is
similar to soliloquy...or blank
verse”
 S call out multiple comments
 T quickly reviews notes with S.
 T reviews which kinds of
poems they can choose for
their poetry project.
 Bell rings.

7:20am

7:30am

7:35am

7:40am

7:45am

7:50am
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Analytics
 Pete invites students to
collaborate with each
during class on work
that was completed at
home the previous night.
 However, instruction is
teacher-centered and
lecture-based.

 Pete reviews a packet of
information on poetry
which students take
notes.
 There are no visual aids
or supports. Students
must listen and take
notes.
 This is consistent with a
transmittal paradigm.

Figure 4.12: Event Map—Class Session (Beverly 11-28-17)
Time

Sub Event(s)

Phase(s)

Actions

10:50am

Today’s Lesson
Punctuation and
grammar

 Pages 222-235 in
McDougall Litell
Grammar and Writing
textbook

Teaching Time:
Dear John
Letter

Teacher transitions to
Dear John Letter,
connecting activity to
essay revisions

 T: The assignment is not due
until Friday. Don’t rush
through it. This is a review.
Let’s go to p. 222.
 S get the textbooks from the
bookcase at the back of the
room. They turn to page 222.
 T gives S a choice.
 T: “I think it will better if I let
you explore these pages rather
than if I talk at you.”
 S take about 10 minutes to
explore the pages.
 T asks S, “Okay, so, what were
some of the problems I saw in
your college essay
submissions?”
 Silence.
 T: It was a college essay about
you—but it wasn’t about you.
Rather, it was about the family
member or a television show
for comparison. Also, some of
you need to learn how to use a
thesaurus.
 T: I’m writing many
comments on the paper to help
guide your revision of the
essay that will count as your
midterm.
 T: You need to proofread.
Some of you are looking at a
complete rewrite.
 T: Punctuation is important.
Businesses lose a lot of money
over misplaced commas. You
guys need to learn to
proofread.
 T: We are going to learn
about punctuation today.
 T shows S a Dear John letter.
She tells them they will write
two versions of the letter: one
as a break up letter and one as
a love letter, using only
punctuation to change the
tone.
 She reminded the S they could
not change the order of the
words.
 T had to repeat the
instructions a couple of times
before S settled into the
assignment.
 S work independently or in
pairs on the assignment
 After 30 minutes, the teacher

11:05am

11:15am

11:20am

11:30am
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Analytics
 Beverly welcomes
students; students know
the procedures
 While she is talking to
the students about their
college essays they
submitted, she
announces out of the
blue, “You can’t write
the way you speak.” It
took the students by
surprise.

 This exercise
emphasized Beverly’s
point about
proofreading and the
importance of
punctuation.
 The activity also
underscored her earlier
statement to the
students about not
writing the way they
spoke.

invites S to share what they
wrote.
Noon
12:08

 T wraps up activity
 T reminds S of homework

Closure

An example from Beverly’s classroom (Figure 4.12 above) indicates a type of third space
following attendance when she stands up and says, “Look, you just can’t write like you talk” in a
kind of street slang before moving into the academic lesson. Writing the Dear John letter two
different ways using only punctuation to change tone forced students to think about language in a
purposeful and authentic way. In the third space, students experimented with language to
determine how to create tone with just punctuation.
Figure 4.13: Event Map—Class Session (Luise 1-23-18)
Time
8:55am

9:00am

Sub Event(s)
Class Begins
New Seats!
On Board:
Complete
Anticipation
Guide

Phase(s)
 Quiz Act I & II
 Work on paragraph
due tomorrow (Argue
whether Macbeth or
Lady Macbeth is
crazy)
Use below for paragraph

9:05am

Obj.:
Analyze
character
development
Write argument
to support claim
and cite
appropriate
evidence

9:15am

9:15am

Macbeth:
Hallucinates, doesn’t
think things through,
guilt/remorse,
understands
consequences, paranoid,
post-traumatic stress
syndrome
Lady Macbeth:
No guilt, sociopath,
impulsive, manipulative,
narcissist

Individual
Work

Individual work
Small group work with
teacher

Actions
 S arrive and retrieve handout
for paragraph from a large
accordion file folder with
numbered tabs on a table by
the door.
 T takes attendance at the
computer
 S who arrive late must read a
soliloquy by Lady Macbeth
from Shakespeare’s Macbeth
 S study for quiz
 T: “Good morning.”
 T: “For quiz, you need a sheet
of paper. Number 1-15 on the
left side. Put everything else
away.”

 S turning in quizzes and
beginning work on paragraphs.
 T: “Does anyone still have quiz
out?”
 Silence
 T: “Ok. You should be
working on your paragraph.”
 T: “I will call you up in small
groups to see if you are on the
right track.”
 T reminds S to stay on track
with work.
 T asks for volunteers to work
in small writing groups with
her at the front of the room.
 Three S volunteer.
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Analytics
 When students enter, there
is a process and students
know it

 Luise has created a third
space at the conference
table. Here, teacher and
student move in and out of
academic discourse to
assist the student make
meaning so the student can
move forward with a
writing assignment.
 The teacher moves from
transmission to
transactional thru
transformative to actuator
during the exchange with

9:25am

9:30am

9:40am

Individual
Work
Students
conference with
Teacher

 T: How many are doing
Macbeth?
 T: Pick two reasons.
 T: Look at guilt/remorse.
 S: “I want to use hallucinate.
 T: “So, in your topic
sentences, you will want to use
‘stress’.”
 S: “So, I went with lady; I
need quotes.
 T: “Look at page 344
 T: Narcissist? Explains
meaning to student. Asks S to
think about Act 2, scene ii.
“What about that? or page 350
or pages 352-353?”
 T: “You two, Guilt/Remorse
quote for pages 352-353.”
 T: “Do you guys understand
the commentary?”
 S nod in agreement.
 T: “Are you just nodding?”
(Smiling, not really believing
them.)
 T: “Do you need another
quote?”
 S nod negatively.
 S: “What would you say in the
concluding sentence?”
 T explains.
 S, satisfied, leaves the table.
 Another satisfied student
leaves the table.
 S: “I can’t find the part where
she kills” (inaudible)
 T helps student and shows
student.
 Another student leaves the
table.
 T: “Chance here means
destiny”…
 S: “Miss, how do you quote
this?”
 T: How does her overacting
show something’s not right?”
 S: “She doesn’t know what
happened; she doesn’t feel
guilt.”
 T: “I would change it to her
reaction shows she doesn’t feel
guilt or she is a narcissist; she
is crazy.”
 S leaves the table.
 S come to the table on their
own without an invitation
from the teacher.
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the students. Through
discourse with the students,
meaning making is
achieved. The teacher
could have told the students
the answer. Instead, she
engages in a dialogue with
the student and together
they arrive at an answer.
 This kind of interaction
creates conditions that can
transform the learner,
helping the student to
discover their potential.
Moreover, the act of
writing becomes a tool for
learning, transcending the
assignment itself.

 S make the decision
themselves to enter the
third space

In this case (Figure 4.13 above), when students are invited to Luise’s kidney table to write, a
third space is created when the conversation consists of Luise reading students’ facial
expressions and head nods. The event maps revealed another aspect of the dialectical tension
within teachers’ writing praxis and expectations—relationships.
From the event mapping, I gained insight into the interrelationships between teachers’
expectations and their praxis with the added perspective of students’ voices. The event maps
detail the class session moment-by-moment, spotlighting the event in that moment. As I result, I
was able to analyze discursive data related to single events within single moments during a class
session. What the data analyses of the event maps affirm is similar to what I observe in my other
analyses (e.g., domain analyses, Burke’s Pentad, Triangulated Model of Pedagogical
Perspectives), participants generally transmit knowledge to students through lecture and/or
assigned readings, handouts, study guides, and/or packets of some kind; participants view their
role mostly as expert or leader in the classroom, although some participants are making
incremental and inconsistent moves toward transactional; and participants’ compositional
paradigm privileges the writing form or product (e.g., the final outcome—the sentence, the
paragraph, or the essay) rather than meaning or intent.
In my next analysis, I combined my field notes and the teaching artifacts to create a
complex data set representative of not only activity, but also a complex dialectic of interacting
influences (Wertsch, 1998) using Burke’s Pentad (Appendix I). I chose this tool for its
dynamism; I’m looking at how things are interrelated, are influencers in a dynamic, complex
system. Unlike event maps in which I looked at a single event within a single moment
discursively, Burke’s Pentad looks at a whole activity and all the players and pieces involved in
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the activity dialectically. Wertsch (1998) wrote it best, “it takes human action as the basic
phenomenon to be analyzed” (p. 12).
Question two examines not just whether teachers’ expectations are embodied in their
classroom praxis, but also the intersubjectivity between their expectations and their praxis.
Burke’s Pentad delineates each of the influencers within a dialectical interaction thus making
visible the interaction among the instructional task (Acts), the teacher and/or students (the Actor/
the Agency), and the content (Scene). By breaking down the interaction into its discrete
elements, I analyzed each dimension of the interaction and its link to one another for cultural,
linguistic, social, institutional, systemic, significance related to my question (e.g., who is doing
what within a complex dialectical interaction, such as who is teaching what to whom and who is
learning what from whom or what).
From this analysis, I determined some findings relative to question two that were
common across my cases.


Participants’ expectations for writing are tied to correctness more so than to Standards.
With one exception, there is a consistent focus on argument writing, which is a Standard.
This finding was consistent with a finding presented in the Kiuhuara et al. (2009) study.



Students do not use writing to engage in inquiry or apply specific writing strategies
(Graham & Perin, 2007) when they write.



Students do not engage in revision and teachers do most of the editing. This finding was
consistent with a finding in Kiuhuara, et al., 2009.



How participants talk about their writing praxis is not necessarily embodied in their
classroom assignments and learning activities. This finding was consistent with a finding
(Farrel & Patricia, 2005):
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o Teaching writing versus assigning writing at DOK 3
o Mostly students working independently; lack of collaboration
o Lack of scaffolding for learning
o Writing is connected to reading; but do not read as a writer
In relationship to my research question, I was looking for examples of expectations
embodied in praxis. For example, Meryl talked about having “high expectations for her
students” when it comes to writing. I wanted to see if those expectations were visible in the
learning activities she teaches. I added Webb’s Depth of Knowledge (DOK) to the activities to
further explicate the quality of the assignments. DOK is not a measure of difficulty, but rather a
way of looking at the cognitive complexity of a learning task. DOK measures how deeply
students need to know something in order to transfer the knowledge to different contexts.
In terms of the learning tasks I collected, I examined the DOK levels to determine
whether the tasks led to deep learning of skills that could be transferred to different contexts.
Generally speaking, tasks at a DOK 3 level demand higher order thinking processes such as
analysis and evaluation and require coordination of knowledge and skills from multiple sources.
These are typically short-term bursts of strategic thinking that do not require much time. DOK 1
activities have lowest cognitive demand are typically recall of knowledge and DOK 2 activities
tend to be more application-based or reproduction of knowledge. DOK 4 activities, on the other
hand, require time and are typically more abstract in nature. They require problem-solving and
synthesis, and reflection, and planning.
In the interviews and photo reflections, participants describe their expectations in way
that differs from what was observed; a common phenomenon according to extant research
(Farrel & Patricia, 2005). However, a person could walk into any of those classrooms and see
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students working and think those classrooms are engaged environments. On some days, that
person would be right. But, engaged in what? Learning what? Are these students consistently
engaged in the work that writers do? In almost every instance, students worked individually.
However, studies (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Graham & Perin, 2007b; Hayes & Olinghouse, 2015;
Kiuhara et al., 2009) have shown that writing is social act requiring students as collaborators.
In almost every instance, the assignment was at a DOK 3 level. While DOK 3 level work
is desirable, not all skills and standards require knowing at a DOK 3 level (Webb, 1997).
Additionally, a question lingers regarding whether students are submitting work equal to the
expectation of DOK 3. In other words, the task may demand a cognitive demand of DOK 3, but
is the quality of work submitted reflective of that demand (e.g., is there a rubric that outlines the
assignment expectations and does the rubric exemplify DOK 3 expectations?) There are two
sides to DOK—the intent and the production. Although the focus of my study was on teachers, I
discovered, as I did my analysis on the artifacts, in many cases these artifacts were taking the
place of instruction. I began to wonder how often the packets were assessed and to what end, but
I did not collect evidence to answer these questions because it wasn’t directly related to my
study.
Most of the assignments from Luise’s class were part of a scaffolded assignment and
some scaffolds were built-in to the assignment, but that is not a consistent practice for all of the
participants. Most of the writing was completed on a handout, indicating students were copying,
filling in blanks, answering questions, or composing short answers. Most of these (e.g., copying,
filling in the blanks, answering questions) is writing which becomes evident on my domain
analysis and taxonomic analysis. The findings I have detailed here are consistent with findings
in studies by Kiuhuara et al., 2009; and Mirage, 2005.
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My analysis of Burke’s Pentad (Appendix I) led to findings that demonstrate a disconnect
between how participants talk about their practices and how they actually teach. From the
Burke’s Pentad (Appendix I), I gained insight into the intersubjectivity between teachers’
expectations and their praxis from the perspective of the participants’ learning tasks and
classroom artifacts. The benefit of analyzing learning tasks and classroom artifacts with Burke’s
Pentad originates from the sociocultural analytic perspective (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) that
looks at a whole activity and all the players and pieces involved in the activity dialectically. The
data analysis of Burke’s Pentad confirms my findings from my other analyses (e.g., domain
analyses, discourse maps, Triangulated Model of Pedagogical Perspectives):


Participants generally transmit knowledge to students through lecture and/or assigned
readings, handouts, study guides, and/or packets of some kind;



Participants view their role mostly as expert or leader in the classroom, although some
participants are making incremental and inconsistent moves toward transactional; and



Participants’ compositional paradigm privileges the writing form or product (e.g., the
final outcome—the sentence, the paragraph, or the essay) rather than meaning or intent.
Using the same complex data set, I applied a third analytic technique—domain analysis

(Spradley, 1980) to the same complex data set (See Figures 4.14-4.16) to understand better the
interaction between participants’ expectations and their classroom praxis. From the complex
data set comprised of the field notes and teaching artifacts, I was able to generate cover terms
(Spradley, 1980) or “categories of meaning” (p. 90) to show semantic relationships within the
data set.
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Figure 4.14: Domain analysis—Writing
WRITING
is a kind of
Notetaking
Organizer
CLOZE activity
Study/Anticipation
Guide

Journal
Quiz or Test
Annotating
Answering/Recording

Summarizing
Jotting
Defining terms
Searching

Completing
Storyboarding
Citing
Copying

Figure 4.15: Domain Analysis—Teach Writing

Figure 4.16: Domain Analysis—Praxis

These domain analyses make visible semantic relationships from the data set—my field
notes from the classroom observations and the teaching artifacts. Figure 4.15 makes evident the
observable actions participants demonstrated as ways to teach writing. The findings show that
many of the ways to teach writing are not ways to teach writing at all. For example, ways such
as assigning, assessing, lecturing, telling, and reading have been determined by extant research
(Applebee & Langer, 2011; Graham & Perin, 2007) to be ineffective methods for teaching
writing.
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Figure 4.16 distinguishes the characteristics of praxis that I was able to triangulate from
the data. Similarly, my findings revealed characteristics grounded in praxis defined by
Fulkerson (2005) as Formalism (showing how), Procedural Rhetoric (Emphasizing argument
structure), and Traditional Composition (Writing with evidence). All three of these
compositional paradigms are part of a transmittal paradigmatic perspective on learning that
views learning as a one-way action rather than as interactional—transactional or even
transformative. Figure 4.14 makes visible the kinds of writing represented and observed in the
data. However, many of the terms listed were not kinds of writing, so I did another analysis to
compare the data to what research (Graham & Perin, 2007) defined as writing.
This second level of analysis is called a taxonomic analysis (Spradley, 1980, 2016)
resembles a tree diagram and it is another level of comparison. In the taxonomy, the grouping
moves to subcategories. For this analysis, I compared the terms collected under the cover term
for writing and to what research (Graham & Perin, 2007) defined as writing.
In this analysis (Figure 4.17), what is missing becomes very clear. First, participants are
not providing students with opportunities to develop ideas for writing through observation or
learn about self. Activities that explicitly prepare students to generalize those skills to any
situation are missing. Students may be learning how to write certain kinds of essay forms, but
they are not developing the skills of writing the lead to self-discovery or generalize to different
writing situations. Participants are not teaching some of eleven elements of effective adolescent
writing instruction identified in Writing Next (Graham & Perin, 2007), such as: specific writing
strategies including prewriting, planning, drafting, and organizing essays; inquiry activities that
assist students gather and analyze information, and develop ideas for writing; process strategies
that promote writing in a workshop environment, facilitate peer collaboration, and authentic
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writing experiences. The emphasis on argument and evidence remains clear and constant.
Participants are maintaining a connection to reading; students are writing in response to what
they have read. The question remains; however, whether students are reading as writers. When
students read as writers, they focus on the things writers do to make text interesting to their
audience—e.g., organization, word choice.

Figure 4.17 Taxonomic Analysis—Writing
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At the high school level, teachers may use a process called close reading in which they read a
short text multiple times: once as a cold read for comprehension, then multiple times focusing on
the author’s use of language for style or effect or the author’s use of structure to create mood.
Reading a text in this manner creates opportunities to examine diction, imagery, details,
language, and syntax. It also invites mini-lessons related to an author’s use of grammar and
conventions in the context of writing.
In Beverly’s class, students were beginning a project in which they would use SOAPS
(Speaker, Occasion, Audience, Purpose, and Situation) to analyze speeches. In Meryl’s class,
students used dialectical journals to analyze text. And, Luise assigned an excerpt from Macbeth
that required students to translate and analyze the dagger speech by looking at syntax and
diction. Participants are using writing to connect to reading: Beverly is using a pre-AP strategy
to scaffold students into text analysis that prepares them to write critically and analytically about
the rhetorical qualities of the speech. Similarly, Meryl has students using dialectical journals to
engage dialectically with text and analyze the author’s use of language and style. Luise invites
students to use writing to connect to reading by translating Shakespearean text to modern English
and analyzing syntax and diction for meaning.
These examples represent not only best practices for teaching writing, but also are
characteristics of a more traditional compositional paradigm and transactional teaching in the
sense that the participants are creating opportunities for students to interact with texts and
actively construct meaning using prior knowledge, past experience, and the text itself, and their
peers (if working with a partner or in small groups). Participants offered these kinds of learning
opportunities occasionally during my observations.
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Question Three: External Pressures & Teachers’ Writing Praxis
The intent of my third research question was to illustrate the impact of external pressures
on teachers’ writing praxis. For this analysis, I turned again to sociocultural analysis (Putney,
1996; Wertsch, 1998). I used the data set from the interviews and applied sociocultural analysis
to the situated meanings to bring forward veiled meanings sometimes hidden behind educational
jargon and figured worlds. I was reminded of Bakhtin (1981) who advocated for thinking of
language as a kind of dance unfolding between the self and the other mediated by intent, context,
and culture. From my analysis of the situated meanings (see Figures 4.18- 4.23), discovered
three themes related to research question three:


Participants comprehend the pressures to graduate students; however, students’
low skills creates a pedagogical tension compounded by limited time to close
learning gaps



The writing demands of Common Core State Standards, specifically the singular
focus on argumentation at the exclusion of other literacy standards, limit the
modes of writing participants teach, forcing participants to narrow the curriculum
so much that some participants have lost their identity as teachers of writing.



Participants acknowledge that they did not have training (methods classes on how
to writing) as preservice teachers on how to teach writing; yet, they do not ask for
assistance or for professional development on how to teach writing.
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Figure 4.18: Situated Meaning Analysis (Meryl)
Situated Meaning
“I write. I always have.” (Photo reflection)
“I fought it [becoming a teacher] for a long time….So after bouncing around for a while in a career in photojournalism and
creative writing, I just could not [ignore] the call anymore. I got my degree in education.” (Lines 27-30).
“I want students to learn about writing: to present themselves correctly. If you don’t know how to do this well, people will
take advantage of you.” (Photo reflection)
“I would say formal writing is what they struggle with the most.” (Lines 52-53).
“I feel prevented, at times, from going deeper into content and writing tasks because [students] lack the skills to adequately
express themselves in a written format.” (photo reflection)
“I have high expectations. I think their perception of writing has changed … because we’ve gone from all of that feeling
writing to more formal writing.” (Lines 67-69)
“I had one of my best writing students say, ‘I just can’t do it. I hate this! I want to throw this in the trash.’ I told her to throw it
in the trash. Throw it in the trash and start with something again. So there was a lot that switching over to being able to write
formally. Now we are in the good stages. But at first, it was like…’no you can’t just tell me about how feel about Othello.
You have to develop a thesis statement and support it with textual evidence.’” (Lines 72-78)
“Writing is a consistent routine in my class.” (Lines 90-91)
“There’s no surprise when we are writing or the expectation of classroom environment when we are writing. They have that. I
spend a lot of time front-loading a common vocabulary so they know what I’m talking about.” (Lines 93-95)
“I spend some time at the beginning of the year on that common vocabulary. Targeted lessons go from there. And, so do
authentic writing tasks.” (Lines 96-98).
“I read every word [they] write. Every word [they] write is important to me.” (Lines 105-106)
“Also, I always try to bring in the writing and reading connection.” (Lines 110-111).
“I like to edit. They don’t learn anything by me validating them. I try to comment on how to grow as a writer.” (Lines 121,
127-129)
“I conference a lot with them. I love to go over their work with them. They set goals. Then, they write about them.” (Lines
161-165)
“Sometimes they are reading to me and I’m on the Elmo showing them how to enhance the vocabulary; how to enhance their
writing.” (Lines 184-185)
“I am a stickler for the end product…how the final copy presents itself and looks. [It has to be] typed and [published]. It has
to have various different forms of sentences in it.” (Lines 224-226)
“I mean we write all the time all the time. I’m trying to think about what we don’t write about.” (Lines 262-263)

Meryl speaks directly about “feeling prevented at times, from getting deeper into content
and writing tasks because [students] lack skills. Her comment about having to spend “a lot of
time front loading common vocabulary so [students] know what [she’s] talking about” hints to
students’ lack of readiness for grade level of work. She shared that she does not pay much
attention to the content standards (lines 297-298). Below the surface, Meryl cares very deeply
for her students and is committed to their success. Meryl emphasizes formal writing, values
students using textual evidence to support their written and oral claims, and advocates a readingwriting connection. Yet, I sensed she knew she needed to do more, but faced challenges (e.g.,
systemic and curricular).
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Figure 4.19: Situated Meaning Analysis (Jayne)
Situated Meaning
“I teach writing through practicing.” (Photo reflection)
“They practice writing everyday by writing in the journal at the beginning of class.” (Photo reflection)
“We do like a week-long process basically where I introduce what I want them to write about…” (Lines 6-7)
“I feel that writing should be a fun exercise, not just something they see as a necessary evil.” (Photo reflection)
“So that whole week, it is introducing it and helping them pick out text evidence. Then, I have two or three days where I bring
them up in pairs and go over their work with them. They have to peer edit each other’s work do that sort of thing and that’s
very helpful. I think that’s probably the best way. But, in my opinion, the west way to make them better at writing is to just
have them write all the time.” (Lines 11-16)
“My expectation with students when learning writing is that they are able to do it independently and without constant asking or
prodding. I want my students to be able to freewrite for extended periods of time.” (Photo reflection)
“I personally have always really enjoyed writing for myself and I wanted to teach English because those were the classes that I
really enjoyed in high school and I like reading and writing.” (Lines 25-27)
“I think the best way to teach them is to have them do things over and over and over again and repetition.” (Lines 33-34).
“I have had no formal training [to teach writing].” (Line 36)
“I purposely put kids…in groups of four…a low level kid next to a low medium, a medium high kid next to a high….(Lines 5665)
“Since I am a new teacher, I feel like every day I am learning new writing techniques to teach my students. I took the ARL
program to get my license, so teaching English writing has mostly been self-taught.” (Photo reflection)

Jayne has very few tools to teach writing, but she is trying to do the best she can. She
sends the message that she can teach writing (lines 25-27), and she has good instincts (lines 5665), employing a grouping strategy that she indicated was based on Vygotsky’s Zone of
Proximal of Development. Jayne has no textbooks. However, Jayne is probably still trying to
exert her confidence and identity as a teacher—I can do this. Jayne acknowledged she had no
training on how to teach writing, yet she has few resources. Similar to Meryl and Reddik, she,
too, is committed to her students’ success. She stays late making copies of stories that will
engage students in reading. She stays late to attend ARL classes to earn her teaching license.
She applies strategies she learns to the classes she teaches at Cactus High School.
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Figure 4.20: Situated Meaning Analysis (Luise)
Situated Meaning
“I assign writing at the group level and then break into small groups to give individual attention.” (photo reflection)
“The part of teaching English that I love is teaching writing.” (Lines 4-5)
“I love helping them breakdown the process.” (Line 5)
“I try to give them all of the tools [that] I have at my disposal. I love it. Other than being a mother, it is the hardest job I have
ever had, but it is also the most rewarding.” (Lines 7-9)
“I had an awesome mentor teacher when I did my student teaching.” (Line 24)
“I break it down into the small….I assume they come in knowing how to construct a sentence. I use a modified version of the
Jane Schaeffer paragraph model.” (Lines 43-46)
“Then, I do the small writing conferences to make sure they are on the right track.” (Lines 47-48)
Plans writing instruction by “look[ing] at what [they] are doing…. This year, I’ve given them paragraph by paragraph, and
they’re building to the prompt.” (Lines 50-52)
“Even if they never write another essay again after my class, I tell them they will need to defend themselves in writing at some
point in their lives—whether it is to justify behavior as a job or get a refund from the cable company.” (photo reflection)

Luise, like Meryl, is very focused on the goal of teaching students to write well. They
both share the idea that writing is a skill with value beyond school. Luise’s focus on writing is
on form; she breaks the form down for students and rebuilds it, step-by-step for students. The
writing curriculum is quite narrow—literary analysis, argument, expository—but thorough.
Luise loves teaching writing (lines 4-5), but she does not identify herself as a writing teacher.
She says that she is an English teacher who “loves to teach to teach writing” (lines 4-5). Luise
acknowledged that she had no formal training on how to teach writing, and appreciated what she
learned from her mentor teacher (line 24). She said “I have not seen offered the type of
professional development that I personally like to see in the district. I really want to look into
the writers’ workshop through a writing project ….” (lines 39-41).
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Figure 4.21: Situated Meaning Analysis (Beverly)
Situated Meaning
“I enjoy teaching writing and enjoy reading student work, but I really hate grading it.” (Photo reflection)
“They just want to write. I think the hard part is to explain to them that once you know the rules, you can break the rules.”
(Lines 47-49)
“I have decorated my walls with quotes from famous authors and famous people because I like quotes. I like words and I think
quotes are inspiring. They can also be open to interpretation by anyone who reads them.” (Photo reflection)
“My belief about teaching writing is this: if you are not willing to take the process seriously, acknowledge that it even IS a
process, then you will not be successful—or at least be as successful as you could be. Going through all the steps, being
methodical, making several attempts and finding failure are all the things that help to shape a person as a writer.” (Photo
reflection)
“I firmly believe there’s a direct correlation (and I don’t have any research to prove this) but, if you’re a kid who likes to read
and you’re a kid who likes to write, then your writing is going to be so much better and on such a higher level.” (Lines 58-61)
“I don’t think students spend enough time with writing as a process. I think they think that you can sit down in front of a
screen and just type it up immediately and turn it in.” (Lines 71-73)
“I don’t even look at myself as a writing teacher. As for all the things we have to do, the Common Core has sucked all the life,
fun, and creativity out of this job for me.” (Lines 107-108)
“I think the hardest thing sometimes is just getting something on paper. And, then once you got something there, you could play
with it. But just getting it down is hard.” (Lines 140-142).
“I don’t like formulas for writing.” (Lines 143)
“I think writing is just part of what I think we have to do. It’s assignment-based on the Standards….I have these grand plans
that every year they are going to write more and then I don’t think we ever get to write as much as I want us to write.” (Lines
149-152)
“The thing about writing is that it is so layered.” (Line 163)
“I think of a writing teacher as someone who spends a great deal of time themselves writing. I think people who are writing
teachers enjoy writing themselves and do spend time writing and they spend time reading about writing. I don’t spend a lot time
reading about writing.” (Lines 182, 185-187)
“For me, writing has become something is something I have to do. It’s not something we get to do anymore.” (Lines 191192)
“I have a group of students who need to pass an examination….we wrote a process paper based on a collaborative writing
activity we did….They worked on skills…they practiced using evidence and explaining their opinions…they wrote, rewrote,
wrote, re-arranged. It was a big experience for them. And, a good experience for me.” (Lines 194-213)

Beverly took a picture of a stack of papers that needed grading. The reflection that
accompanied the photo read, “I enjoy teaching writing and enjoy reading student work, but I
really hate grading it” (photo reflection). I received a similar photo and reflection from each of
the participants in my study. Beverly said in the interview, “I don’t even look at myself as a
writing teacher. As for all things we have to do, the Common Core has sucked all the life, fun,
and creativity out of this job for me” (lines 140-142). Beverly has 175 students. She feels the
pressures of standards, of growing students to the next grade. She is committed to students’
success. Beverly understands writing process. “I think the hardest thing sometimes is just
getting something on paper. And, then once you got something there, you could play with it.
But just getting it down is hard” (lines 140-142). Beverly says, “For me, [teaching] writing has
become something I have to do. It’s not something we get to do anymore” (lines 191-192).

101

Figure 4.22: Situated Meaning Analysis (Reddik)
Situated Meanings
“How did someone put it? Apprenticeship model, right? I’m trying to share tools with them. I’m trying to coach them. I’m
trying to question them. I’m always telling them the only thing that is correct in writing is your grammar.” (Lines 61-65)
“So, I’m the kind of the person, well It’s always a draft, even, my phrase in my class, I’ll tell them even a final draft has the
word draft in it and nothing is ever finished.” (Lines 72-74)
“My philosophy about writing is that there is always a better way to say something and to remind students to stop and be
readers before they publish their writing.” (From photo reflection)
“There’s a structure, and there’s some rules that you have to kind of follow to make sure that you’re trying to say on paper is
communicated on paper correctly to your reader. Because you can’t do it like you do when you are talking.” (Lines 220-222)
“So, it’s learning how to translate that and give them those tools again, too. You want to say this. Let me show you how to say
it on paper.” (Lines 225-227)
“I think for me, maybe the challenge has been the way I that I teach writing. I don’t necessarily have a … and I don’t know if
this is right or wrong, but I just use the scaffolded approach where I’m saying well these students are low, these students are
high, because I feel that every student may have a strength and a weakness.” (Lines 91-95)
“I’m really holistic….I’m just giving people the feedback they need.” (Lines 99, 102-103)
“I think one successful strategy even just this week that have had is, is bring in…like an idea I’m still trying to coach my
general students on is peer editing. So, I gave them the rubric, and we read a sample paper together from a student that is in a
different class…I asked the students how would you grade this and I think it was really neat to see a big spark from my general
students. Like, ‘Wow, okay, not only can I see what that person did and I know where they made their mistakes’ ” (Lines 124131)
“We start talking about process writing. I think it comes in when we start, when I try to build on that idea that you’re not
done…. The idea that you just spewed on paper, so now you have you ideas. They’re there. Now, we have to move to move to
the drafting stage…. They feel like writing is just supposed to get on paper and then I’m done. I turn it in. And, I’m pushing
them to revise, and go through that process.” (Lines 304-313)
“I did most of my thesis in grammar. I don’t like teaching grammar in isolation. I like looking at grammar in context. Many
lessons might pop up every now and again, but most of its always look back at your writing.” (Lines 315-318).
“We never actually teach students to say here’s a correct sentence. Why? Why is this correct? And, have them analyze that
sentence for the rule and what they may be seeing and helping them to scaffold their articulation of why this sentence is
correctly written. Then, give them three or four sentences, so they can go through and see a pattern….” (Lines 322-327)
“I’m an applied practitioner…. Why do students do this and how can, what’s out there to help me understand how to make this
better and teach better. So, there’s the applied practitioner within. There are always questions that I have that I can’t answer so
I think that’s what drives my pedagogy to want to do research and look into some on these issues. So …when I say pedagogy,
...I look at practice…. I’m in the moment and I’m going to try this and wow it worked or didn’t, so now I’m not going to use
that anymore.” (Lines 344-352)

Reddik also is committed to the success of his students. Reddik is focused on “giving
students the feedback they need” (lines 102-103), which also translates to a loose classroom
management style that some might describe as organized chaos. He has 40 students in his AP
English classroom. His favorite phrase, “nothing is ever finished” (lines 72-27) may be a clever
cover for not having enough time to grade 200-plus essays every two weeks. Throughout
Reddik’s transcript, I found many examples similar to his favorite phrase. Reddik does a lot of
telling in his teaching. “I’ll tell them to stop and be readers before they publish their writing”
(photo reflection) attached to a photo of a stack of chrome books. Whether the need to tell is
because Reddik’s class sizes are so big or because his students’ skill levels are low, Reddik talks
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a lot, but I did not observe what he described. Reddik attended a writing project summer
institute, but it is neither evident in his instruction that I witnessed nor in the data that I collected.
Figure 4.23: Situated Meaning Analysis (Pete)
Situated Meaning
“I do sentence types, outlining, we break free of those outlines. I show examples and we discuss them. I guess probably the
most successful thing we do has been is to review essay exemplar at home, return the next day, and talk about what we need
to do as a class. We find similar mistakes and discuss them and I reteach what I think needs to be retaught.” (Lines 22-26)
“I find teaching writing to be a very individual thing. Each kid needs his/her own instruction. It’s a lot of one-on-one
instruction that does it.” (Lines 31-33)
“A kid has to find his or her own voice through the act of writing, like journaling. Writing is a mixture of things so we teach
different strategies. We do vocabulary every week. We build sentence styles, rhetorical sentence structures, and we try to
employ those when we write.” (Lines 48-50).
“So, my philosophy is to give them as many tools as I can [for their] toolbox and they can pull those tools out as they need to. I
think you need to be repetitive with it. So, I do a lot teaching and re-teaching to be sure they get it….We go over things
probably more than the kids would like, but they need the repetition. They need lots of practice, lots of repetition. Providing
instruction on what they need to do next time seems to really help a lot.” (Lines 57-64)

As an AP teacher, Pete feels the pressures of the AP exam. Everything he does is to
prepare students to pass the AP exam in May. Unlike his colleagues, Jayne and Luise who are
reminded daily about standards and graduation rates, Pete’s primary focus is the AP exam. His
curriculum revolves around exposing students to literary terms related to imagery, poetry,
rhyming schemes, and rhetorical devices which explains why he said they “do vocabulary every
week” (lines 48-50). Pete has the luxury of building “sentence styles, rhetorical sentence
structures” and “employing those we write” (lines 48-50) because he is not bound to argument
writing like his colleagues, who have to prepare for End-of-Course exams. His students have
time to “find his or own voice through the act of writing, like journaling” (lines 31-33).
Pulling it All Together
The final figure, Figure 4.24: Triangulated Model of Pedagogical Perspectives, displays
the triangulation of all my data sets to show across the cases participants’ pedagogical
perspectives on learning, compositional paradigms, and teacher behaviors. To accomplish this, I
created a scatter plot to further explicate the findings. I plotted paradigmatic pedagogical
perspectives (e.g., transmittal, transactional, transformational) (Wink & Putney, 2002) on a
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horizontal axis. I plotted compositional paradigms (e.g., Formalism, Procedural Rhetoric,
Traditional Composition, Expressivism, Critical/Cultural Studies) (Fulkerson, 1990, 2005) on a
vertical axis. On the diagonal, I plotted teacher behavior (e.g., expert, leader, coach, guide,
facilitator, actuator). Then, I reviewed the data sets and analyses for each case for language
related to three categories. I collected the words and triangulated the data using sociocultural
analysis (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) and Bakhtin’s theory of dialogism that we derive
meaning from words if we have context (situated meaning). Aggregating the data set in this
manner displayed the participants’ patterns of being through the interrelationship and
intersubjectivity of their own words and reflections. This analysis yields a powerful visual
image in relation to the three research questions that guided my study.
I think Jayne may be an outlier; she is a new teacher, an ARL teacher. She freely
expresses to being “self-taught” and I think her expressive compositional paradigm may be an
anomaly of my analytic process. Pete and Reddik both teach AP English so procedural rhetoric
fits. Both are bordering the leader/expert line in terms of teacher behavior. Although, depending
on the lesson, I did observe different behaviors from them. However, the majority of the time
they were leading. And, both are more in the transmittal zone than the transactional zone.
Beverly and Meryl display similar composition paradigms: traditional composition; however,
their styles differ. Meryl leans more to leader/coach and Beverly leans leader. Both are in the
transmittal zone. Luise is a formalist and the expert and transmittal, but also had moments of
being transactional. Luise asked me numerous questions and she made some adjustments to her
lessons based on our conversations.
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Figure 4.24: Triangulated Model of Pedagogical Perspectives
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Close examination of this scatter plot exposed many phenomena in terms of the
intersubjectivity of teachers’ praxis about learning and teaching writing, the context in which
they teach, and how their praxis is impacted by external pressures. First, I noted that teacherparticipants in my study engaged in a transmittal model of teaching whereby knowledge is
conveyed to students through lecture, assigned reading, study guides, handouts, packets, and
Google classroom lecture notes. Second, the teacher-participants bolstered this model as the
leader and expert in the classroom, leading all the learning activities. Students do not apply
learning to new contexts or communicate complex ways. Instead, their learning is singly taskdriven and completed mostly independently and often at home. This kind of learning is the
result of transmittal, teacher-led instruction. Participants in my study indicated directly and
indirectly they did not have formal coursework on how to teach writing. Extant research shows
that high school teachers lack the preparation to teach writing in high school (Applebee &
Langer, 2011; Graham, Harris, & Santangelo, 2015; Graham & Sandamel, 2011; Kiuhara et al.,
2009; National Commission on Writing, 2003; Shaughnesy, 1979; Troia, Lin, & Monroe, 2011;
Tully, 2013).
In terms of their compositional pedagogy, the participants seem to be of varying
paradigms. Fulkerson (2005) bemoaned the state of composition studies when he called out
competing axiologies among those who teach first-year composition at the college level in an
editorial that appeared in the College Composition and Communication journal. According to
Fulkerson (2005), “good writing meant writing that was rhetorically effective for audience and
situation” and the “disagree[ment] had been over what sort of pedagogy would be best” (p. 655).
My findings show disagreement in terms of pedagogy among the participants, but little
disagreement in terms of the definition of “good writing”.
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Final Thoughts
The purpose of this qualitative, multi-site, multiple case, instrumental case study was first
to understand teachers’ expectations for teaching writing based on their beliefs about learning. A
secondary intention was to examine ways in which high school English teachers’ learning
expectations are embodied in their classroom praxis for writing. A third intent sought to
illustrate the impact of external pressures on teachers’ writing praxis. In the previous chapter, I
presented the data analysis and findings. I discussed the origin of the data, the complexity of my
data sets, and how I synthesized the data by applying a sociocultural analytic perspective
(Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998). Then, I used different techniques, such as Burke’s Pentad
(Wertsch, 1998), taxonomic analysis (Spradley, 1980), to triangulate the data.
My analysis related to question one yielded findings that were generally consistent with
extant research related to teachers’ epistemic beliefs about learning and teachers’ expectations
for writing. Findings confirmed participants’ expectations for writing were formed outside their
methods courses. Evidence pointed to the form (or structure of writing) driving writing rather
than meaning. In other words, participants privileged form rather than language in relation to
teaching writing. The guiding pedagogical paradigm was transmission, instruction was teachercentered, and teacher behavior was mostly teacher as leader. The knowledge of most value was
knowing how or knowing that. Based on instruction, students knew how to write argument,
including how to write a claim supported by evidence from a text; however, students did not
have opportunities to develop ideas for writing through observation or self-reflection.
Writing activities that explicitly prepare students to generalize skills to any writing
situation are missing from instruction in the classrooms I observed. Students may be learning
how to write certain kinds of essay forms, but they are not developing the skills of writing the
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lead to self-discovery or generalize to different writing situations. For most of my cases,
participants’ expectations for writing and their beliefs about learning aligned with not only the
extant research, but also with my findings.
The second research question examined ways high school English teachers’ expectations
were embodied in their writing praxis. Findings confirmed traditional teacher-centered practices
with some participants having creating third spaces and working toward a transactional
paradigm, but participants may require professional development to make the transition from
transmittal to transactional. An analysis that looked specifically at interrelatedness between
activity and expectation led to findings that demonstrated a disconnect between how participants
talk about their practices and how they actually teach.
Table 4.1
Saying versus Observed
Teaching Writing

≠

Assigning Writing

Collaboration

≠

Students working independently

Breaking writing down

≠

Scaffolding; Assignments mostly at DOK 3

Reading-Writing Connection

≠

Writing connected to reading, but no reading as writer

The intent of my third research question was to illustrate the impact of external pressures
on teachers’ writing praxis. I used sociocultural analysis (Putney, 1996; Wertsch, 1998) and
situated meanings to bring forward meanings often veiled by jargon, situation, and culture. I
excavated from my analysis themes illustrating the impact of external pressures on teachers’
writing praxis, such as:


The pressure to graduate students coupled with students’ lack of grade-level readiness
created a pedagogical tension compounded by limited time to close learning gaps.
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The pressure to teach argumentation at the exclusion of other literacy standards forced
participants to narrow the curriculum so much that they lost their identity as teachers of
writing.



The pressure to be effective teachers has forced them into isolation, afraid to ask for
assistance or professional development for a job that their preservice programs did not
sufficiently prepare them to do.
The discursive, sociocultural approach I took to examine teachers’ writing praxis and the

impact of external pressures on high school writing contexts demonstrated the need to reimagine
high school writing—how we prepare teachers to teach writing, how we re-conceptualize writing
as a tool for learning rather than a classroom subject or a process for producing a product such as
an essay. According to my findings, high school English teachers in this study expected students
to know how to write an argument well. However, these teachers predominantly assigned
students various writing tasks that they practiced independently daily, sometimes in class, but
mostly at home.
To these teachers, writing praxis was grounded in a transmittal perspective. They
predominately led instruction that focused on knowing how to write the essay form without
teaching students the conceptual knowledge about audience and purpose, the procedural
knowledge to know what do when faced with a blank sheet of paper, or the self-knowledge to
generate an idea for writing that make it interesting for the reader. The external pressures of
professional and content standards, lack of preparation and the push to graduate student has left
teachers in this study feeling frustrated, lost, and isolated. In the final chapter, I discuss
implications and conclusions resulting from the data analysis and my findings of this case study.
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Chapter V: Implications and Conclusions
I started my dissertation journey hoping to shed new light on the complexities of teaching
methodology related to teachers’ writing praxis by bringing a discursive perspective to the
teaching-learning nexus. Teaching writing is complex. Beverly, one of the teachers in the study
herein, said, “The thing about writing is that it is so layered” (line 163). To appreciate fully the
profundity of Beverly’s revelation, I conceived a new understanding of writing that culminates
from my findings. In this chapter, I discuss the implications of my findings.
When I applied the sociocultural analytical perspective to the data sets and look at the
interrelationships, what became clear was that writing is more than a thing—a product or a
process or a class subject. Vygotsky and Bakhtin both acknowledged writing as something more
than words on a page. Vygotsky saw writing as part of higher order thinking and, thus part of
the processes that transform the learner. Bakhtin saw writing as part of the dialectic experience
thereby making it part of a process that could transform. We must, therefore, begin to rethink,
reimagine, how we define writing. We need to begin to change how we prepare teachers to teach
writing in high school—that is what Figure 4.24 illustrated.
Writing is a dialogic process and a relation and a course subject, the significance of
which leads to the implication that our notion or understanding of writing must change. No
longer can writing be just a product-process binary, or a subject taught in isolation or across
content areas. It needs to transcend, to be more. Writing is culture, in the sense that writing is a
product of a social community that shares similar ways of behaving (Zebroski, 1994); it is a
“mode of learning” (Emig, 1977, p. 122); it is a discourse (Bakhtin, 1981). When writing is
reimagined this way, it frees teachers to teach the modes of writing; to use writing as a linguistic
tool for learning; and to leverage the cognitive benefits of writing as a recursive process wherein
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students collaborate, problem-solve, set goals, create, and revise. According to Zebroski (1994),
the Vygotskian perspective defines writing as:
[A] social relation shared by a community with its own history, traditions, and
motives, and individuated by each new student in her or his own unique way. To
study the development of this writing relation, then, we need to study the student
and the teacher in the zone of proximal development and concept of leading
activity as specifically applied to writing development. (p. 196)
Based on my findings, students are missing out on the dialogic benefits that come from
composing authentic texts in collaborative spaces; they are missing out on opportunities to use
writing discursively and reflectively; “to connect the three major tenses of [their] experiences to
make meaning” (Emig, 1977, p. 127). Writing, like learning, is a social act (Heap, 2001;
Vygotsky, 1978b). Instead of focusing on which writing strategy yields the highest effect size or
which framework produces the best writing (Graham & Perin, 2007b; Graham, Harris, &
Santangelo, 2015), our attention must be directed to leveraging what we know about writing—
cognitively, culturally, linguistically, rhetorically—to ensure students leave the K-12 system
ready for college and the workplace.
I observed promising practices in my study. One practice in particular involved
participants using third spaces (Bhahba, 1994, p. 53) to connect with students and/or as a
scaffold into academic English. For example, Luise’s kidney table at which she hosted studentteacher writing conferences is a third space. At the conference table, in one such case, the
student and teacher discussed evidence for the assigned Macbeth essay, each moving in and out
of academic discourse as the student negotiated making meaning of the quotes she had chosen to
support her claim that Lady Macbeth was crazy. In this third space, I saw co-problem solving
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and co-mediation occur. More importantly, I saw the student’s comfort with academic language
grow. Within 10 minutes, the vocabulary between the conversants became elevated. Within 20
minutes, the student crafted a topic sentence with evidentiary support and commentary of a
college-bound senior claiming Lady Macbeth was insane.
Beverly, Meryl, Pete, and Reddik teachers whose classroom activities I studied also
created third spaces when they connected with students. These informal moments built
relationships and created bridges—linguistic, cultural, knowledge scaffolds—that lead to
invitations to engage in rigorous learning. It is through the third space that teachers engage the
zone of proximal development, permitting students to stretch beyond their development and take
learning risks. In terms of writing, students experiment with complex sentence structures, play
with organization, try on different vocabulary, and use stylistic effects. It is in the zone of
proximal development that “students apply independently” (Jayne).
The participants in my study were unaware that they were creating these powerful
learning opportunities for students. However, third spaces are very much a part of the content
and professional standards (Appendices G & H). In order for teachers to “engage students in
meaning-making through discourse and other strategies” (Professional Standard 3, Appendix H),
teachers need to create a third space. In order for “learning standards [to] have high cognitive
demand for diverse learners” (Professional Standard 2, Appendix H) teachers and students need
to engage in third spaces as a way leveraging cultural and linguistic assets in pursuit of academic
language mastery. In order for students to meet the grade level course goals for English (see
Appendix D, E, F), they do not need more DOK 3-level assigned, independent work. Instead,
students need guided instruction that invites peer-to-peer collaboration and teachers who
recognize the transformative power of language because “writing is [a] complex, interconnected,
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uneven, and dialectical activity” (Zebroski, 1994, p. 198).
The goal is for teachers to be in the upper right quadrant of my triangulated model
(Figure 4.26), guiding, facilitating, actuating, transformative learning experiences in which the
writing becomes the tool for learning about the self; writing is part of being in the world. That is
not to say students are not also producing essays, reports, and stories; but they are part of the
learning experience rather than the sum total of an assessment designed to sort and exclude those
who know from those who do not know the proper placement of a comma. Vygotsky’s
sociocultural theory explicates why writing must be reimagined this way—writing begins first in
our consciousness as private speech. It becomes public and meaningful through social
interaction. Through the third space is how teachers leverage Vygotsky’s SCT to teach writing
in way that transforms the learner. However, to optimize the third space, classrooms must be
language rich learning environments, even in high school.
Third spaces can transform learning environments simply by building relationships with
students through care and respect, by allowing language hybrids as students move between social
and academic discourses in the classroom, and by using language supports such as sentence
frames and paragraph starters that scaffold students into sophisticated rhetorical syntax.
However, these are not recipes that teachers can simply put into use. Teachers must understand
why third spaces are needed. They need to know the philosophical and theoretical underpinnings
so that they know third space is sound pedagogical praxis, supported by science, research, and
evidence.
Teacher and learning programs need to become interdisciplinary and partner with
Educational Psychology, English, and other related departments. It takes a village, after all.
School districts would be advised to partner with teacher license-granting institutions when
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developing professional learning in order to take advantage of the latest research on best
practices in writing research.
Consequently, how we prepare teachers to teach writing must change. Teacher
preparation programs must change. Professional development for teachers must change.
Teachers, not just high school English teachers, need courses in the foundations of learning that
include the classical ideal of education: the nature of the learner, the origin of knowledge, and
the role of the teacher in terms of axiology, ontology, and epistemology. Teachers further need a
solid foundation in Vygotsky and Bakhtin to understand the dialogic properties of writing.
Teachers need a background in writing as a process. Teachers also need to appreciate writing as
a tool for learning; they need a background in linguistics and language development so they can
begin to leverage third spaces—culturally, socially, and linguistically—to engage students in
meaning making and use students’ assets to develop their skills in writing.
Figure 4.19 illustrates what was missing from the instruction in the classrooms that I
observed. The teacher-centered instruction left out opportunities for students to learn through
collaboration and reflection (Vygotsky, 1978b). Writing is a language—and as a language it is a
mediating tool for learning, but only if supported by social interaction. Students need
opportunities to develop ideas for writing in collaboration with their peers, to evaluate evidence
and ideas for writing in collaboration with their peers, to analyze data and information in
collaboration with their peers before they write. Moreover, these activities in collaboration with
their peers could be done in a third space—they do not have to be formal, academic
conversations to be useful. However, high school teachers need professional learning to be able
to leverage the third space, and they need a solid foundation in Vygotsky’s SCT in order to move
these theories into successful and consistent classroom praxis.
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Results of this study also indicate a need for more research into the teaching praxis of
high school English teachers. This case study represents only six teachers; however, contrastive
analysis indicates they all operated from a transmission model. More research could be
conducted with different samples of teachers to see if this is a trend among high school English
teachers. If, for example, the transmittal model is a common trend, then what about their
preservice preparation needs to change to move teachers’ writing praxis into the upper right
quadrant of my triangulated pedagogical perspective model? An interventional research study
could be conducted to evaluate teaching methods at the level of preservice teacher education to
unpack best practices of teaching writing. Similar research could be established at the in-service
teacher level as well to shore up current teacher praxis. Additionally, research could include a
survey of elementary and middle school English language arts teachers based on my triangulated
model to explore the origins of teachers’ beliefs about writing and the genesis of their change.
Conclusion
Luise (a teacher from my study) and I were talking after an observation. Suddenly, she
ran to write something down on a Post-it™. When she returned with the sticky in hand, she
asked me, “I guess you have different philosophy for teaching writing?” I told her that I did. I
told her, “Writing is thinking. Writing is a way of learning.” Aware of her bewilderment, I
asked, “Why did you write yourself a note on that sticky?” Luise reflected for a few minutes.
We began to talk about writing. Our conversation did not focus on argument writing or process
writing, but on writing as tool for learning. Luise talked about how she used writing in college to
think through her notes in class. I shared how I used writing to get to know my students when I
taught high school English. Soon, we were our sharing favorite lessons for teaching writing.
Herein lies why we need to reimagine our understanding of writing as something more than a
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binary, more than a classroom subject, more than a discipline.
Writing is a tool for learning, and it demands a reimagined course of study that prepares
teachers for teaching writing in a way that transforms learners on multiple levels, e.g.,
cognitively, emotionally, socially, intuitively, creatively, and socially. What is needed is the
kind of teaching in which both students and teachers use writing to discover their full potential as
learners and as human beings. To change outcomes for students so they are ready for the writing
demands that await them in college and in the workplace, we need to reimagine how we think of
writing in our public schools. We need to devote resources to preparing teachers to teach
writing, as well as sustain those efforts with on-going professional learning that is collaborative,
teacher-led, transformative, and reflective.
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Appendix A: Timeline
August 2017
 Secure letters from principals, upload to CCSD App portal
 Initial meetings/pre-interview with teachers
 Submit modification documentation to university IRB
 Begin classroom observations
November 2017 – February 2018
 Classroom observations
 Collect evidence
 Process/code evidence as I go
 Conduct post-interviews
February – March 2018
 Analyze, code, comb for themes all data sources
 Write findings
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Appendix B: Interview Protocol

For each teacher (that signs a consent for interview study involvement) prior to interview*
Please capture the following in pictures (.jpg format) and bring to our interview.
*Capture pictures that do not include student faces. Students may be included, but they cannot
be able to be identified.
1.
2.
3.
4.

A photo that represents how you teach writing.
A photo that represents how you feel about teaching writing.
A photo that represents your greatest challenge when teaching writing.
A photo that represents your learning expectations—what you want students learn about
writing.
5. A photo that represents how you learned to teach writing.
For each photo, please write a short description (100 words) that details what the photo
represents and what it means to you in the context of your writing praxis. ***The photos and
description are part of the research artifacts.
Interview*
Tell me about the photos you have selected. (Depending upon the level of details provided about
the photos, the interviewer may follow-up with probing questions that elicit specificity from the
teacher about the photos she shared (such as why they selected them and what it tells us as
researchers about their writing and writing instruction).
Probing question, if needed: Why are these ideas (represented by the photos) important to you?
1. Tell me about your background as a high school English teacher. Why did you become
an English teacher? How long have you been teaching high school English? What
prepared you to be a high school English teacher?
2. How do you approach writing and writing instruction? Follow up question, if needed:
How do you plan your writing instruction?
3. Tell me about your writing pedagogy. What informs your teaching/pedagogy? Please
explain.
4. What do I need to know about your writing praxis that may not be obvious from
observing you?
*Due to the emergent nature of qualitative research, additional questions may be added to this
protocol.
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Appendix C: Field Note Protocol

Time/Date

Descriptive
Record what I see and hear

Reflective (Wonderings)
Record my questions, thoughts,
wonderings, insights, connections
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Appendix D: Course Objectives (9)
ENGLISH 9 – 4300
Course Scope:
This one-year course (Foundations in Composition and the Elements of Text) provides instruction in the
English Language Arts strands identified by the Nevada Academic Content Standards as reading, writing,
speaking and listening, and language. This course is designed to build on knowledge and skills acquired in
earlier grades but in more sophisticated ways such as mastering the language, structure, and rhetoric of text;
completing more complex writing assignments; reading and analyzing a range of literary and informational
discourse, both classic and contemporary; delivering more extensive oral presentations; and participating in
a variety of conversations and collaborations with peers. Instructional practices incorporate integration of
diversity awareness including appreciation of all cultures and their important contributions to society. The
appropriate use of technology and digital media are integral parts of this course. This course fulfills one of
the English credits required for high school graduation.
Course Goals:
1.

To read and analyze a wide variety of text (e.g., informational, fiction and non-fiction, expository)
representative of high-quality contemporary works, seminal U.S. documents, the timeless classics from
around the globe, and dramas by Shakespeare.
[RL.9-10.1-7, 9, 10; RI.9-10.1-10]

2.

To respond in writing or speaking with a focus on the credibility of an author’s perspective or argument,
the relationship between generalizations and evidence, and the way in which the writer’s or speaker’s intent
affects the structure and tone of text.
[RL.9-10.5; RI.9-10.5; W.9-10.1-8; SL.9-10.3; L.9-10.1]

3.

To demonstrate a command of the conventions of standard English grammar and usage when writing and
speaking. [W.9-10.4, 5; SL.9-10.6; L.9-10.1-3]

4.

To extend ideas through clear, non-trivial, original research methodology and analysis using evaluation,
and elaboration whether writing or speaking.
[RL.9-10.1; RI.9-10.1; W.9-10.7-9; SL.9-10.1]

5.

To synthesize information from multiple sources in support of a thesis, embed quotations and citations
skillfully, and use bibliographic conventions appropriately.
[RL.9-10.1; RI.9-10.1; W.9-10.1, 2, 4, 8, 9; SL.9-10.1a; SL.9-10.2-4, 6; L.9-10.1-3, 6]

6.

To understand elements of texts, selected from a broad range of cultures and time periods, not simply as
definitions but deeply as aids to reading and creating expressive discourse. [RL.9-10.1-6; RI.9-10.1-8;
W.9-10.1, 2; SL.9-10.4; L.9-10.4-6]

7.

To recognize and analyze the purposes and characteristics of the major genres and subgenres of text (e.g.
prose, poetry, drama, literary non-fiction).
[RL.9-10.1-7, 9, 10; RI.9-10.1-10; W.9-10.1-3]

8.

To apply the general strategies of organization and focus, coherence, revision, and word choice to produce
writing (e.g., argument, expository, narration) of increasing sophistication and length whether over time or
under a tight deadline. [W.9-10.1-10]

Revised May 2008, November 2011.
CPD-ELA-SG-4300
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Appendix E: Course Objectives (10)
ENGLISH 11 – 4320
Course Scope:
This one-year course (Composition and Themes in American Text) provides instruction in the English
Language Arts strands identified by the Common Core State Standards as reading, writing, speaking and
listening, and language. This course requires expository, analytical, and argumentative writing assignments
that are based on readings representing a wide variety of prose styles and genres. The course is also
structured around multicultural themes and perspectives found in literary, non-fiction, and expository texts
by American authors to encourage students to think conceptually about the American past, present, and
future as well as about the ethnic and cultural diversity of the American experience. Instructional practices
incorporate integration of diversity awareness including appreciation of all cultures and their important
contributions to society. The appropriate use of technology and digital media are integral parts of this
course. This course fulfills one of the English credits required for high school graduation.
Course Goals:
1.

To make effective use of rhetoric in writing or speaking that includes controlling tone, establishing
and maintaining voice, and achieving appropriate emphasis through diction and structure. [W.1112.1, 2, 4, 5; SL.11-12.1, 4, 6; L.11-12.1, 3, 5, 6]

2.

To understand how to combine elements of different kinds of writing to produce complex and
nuanced writing. [W.11-12.1-4]

3.

To explore a variety of American literary, non-fiction, and expository texts of exceptional craft and
thought whose range provides opportunities to identify and explain in writing or speaking a writer’s
use of rhetorical strategies and techniques.
[RL.11-12.1-7, 9, 10; RI.11-12.1-10; W.11-12.1, 2, 4, 9; SL.11-12.3]

4.

To understand how various stylistic effects are achieved by writers’ or speakers’ linguistic and
rhetorical choices. [RL.11-12.5; RI.11-12.5, 6; W.11-12.1b, 2d; SL.11-12.3; L.11-12.5]

5.

To analyze and interpret a wide variety of primary sources such as documentary materials, works of
art, pictorial and graphic materials, and text that reflect an author’s historical, cultural, or social
perspective. [RL.11-12.6, 9; RI.11-12.6, 9; W.11-12.7-10; SL.11-12.3]

6.

To engage regularly in research and inquiry not only to gain understanding of a subject, answer a
question, and broaden/narrow a topic; but also to draw upon collected evidence in support of written
analysis, reflection, and discussion, whether in writing or speaking.
[W.11-12.7-9; SL.11-12.4-6]

7.

To develop a range of speaking and listening skills built around content that fosters critical listening
and informed expression of ideas. [SL.11-12.1, 3-6]

8.

To demonstrate more mature control over the conventions of standard English as well as the ability
to choose words appropriate to audience, task, purpose, and discipline to communicate ideas in
writing or orally. [W.11-12.4-6; SL.11-12.6]

Revised May 2008, November 2011.
CPD-ELA-SG-4320
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Appendix F: Course Objectives (12)
ENGLISH 12 – 4330
Course Scope:
This one-year course (Post-Secondary Composition and Universal Themes in Text) provides instruction in
the English Language Arts strands identified by the Common Core State Standards as reading, writing,
speaking and listening, and language. Instruction focuses on refining the skills required for post-secondary
success. The writing focus in this course includes analysis, synthesis, and argumentation as they relate to
workplace and real-world situations. A framework structured around universal themes that connect people
across cultures and time anchors texts to real-life reading, writing, and speaking and listening opportunities
likely to be experienced beyond high school. Instructional practices incorporate integration of diversity
awareness including appreciation of all cultures and their important contributions to society. The appropriate
use of technology and digital media are integral parts of this course. This course fulfills one of the English
credits required for high school graduation.
Course Goals:
1.

To produce and analyze complex written texts that include analysis, synthesis, hypothesis
formulation, and argument as well as the structural features of workplace documents similar to the
real-life writing situations likely to be experienced after high school.
[W.11-12.1, 2, 4-10]

2.

To produce a variety of written, spoken, multigenre, and multimedia works, making conscious
choices about language, form, style, and/or visual representation.
[RL.11-12.1; RI.11-12.1; W.11-12.1-9; SL.11-12.5, 6; L.11-12.1, 6]

3.

To investigate universal themes represented in a variety of literary, non-fiction, and expository texts
and media of exceptional craft and thought whose range provides opportunities to develop and define
an understanding of commonalities and differences among human cultures. [RL.11-12.2-7; RI.1112.2-7]

4.

To develop the ability to craft and evaluate intricate arguments in support of analysis of a topic or
text. [RL.11-12.1; RI.11-12.1; W.11-12.1; SL.11-12.3, 6; L.11-12.1-3]

5.

To examine different perspectives of a topic, idea, or theme, the ways in which cultures communicate
and the conflicts that sometimes arise as a means of understanding and communicating current day
conflicts and views as well as possible solutions.
[RL.11-12.5, 7; RI.11-12.4-6; W.11-12.4, 6, 8, 9; SL.11-12.1-3]

6.

To apply the tools and practices of inquiry and research to inform writing, speaking, and visual
expression for personal understanding and growth.
[RL.11-12.1, 7; RI.11-12.1, 7; W.11-12.1, 2, 7-10; SL.11-12.1; L.11-12.6]

7.

To develop as a reader, speaker, listener, and viewer for personal, social, and political purposes,
through independent and collaborative reading and discussion.
[RL.11-12.1-7; RI.11-12.1-7, 10; W.11-12.4-6, 8-10; SL.11-12.1-6; L.11-12.1-6]

Revised May 2008, November 2011.
CPD-ELA-SG-4330
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Appendix G: Common Core State Standards

Standards
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Appendix H
Educator Performance Framework (EPF)
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Appendix I: Burke’s Pentad
Burke’s Pentad (Wertsch, 1998)
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Classroom
Artifacts
Handout:

Actor

Scene

Agency

Purpose

Student

Define, connect, draw, rewrite,
paraphrase, summarize,
describe, explain, analyze,
interpret, discuss (DOK 3)

On the text itself

Independently

Jayne gives to students to
help them connect to the
text

Student

Pre-reading question

On the guide itself

Independently

Jayne gives to students to
help them connect to the
text

On the guide itself

Independently

Jayne gives to students to
help them connect to the
text

On the handout
itself

Independently

In Luise’s classroom,
students use this handout
to prepare for writing
literary analysis paper

Annotations
Guide
Reading Guide,
day 1

Acts

CLOZE pre-reading notes
(DOK 1)

“The Lottery”

During reading questions
(What questions) (DOK 2)
Reading Guide,
Part 2

Student

Pre-reading question
CLOZE pre-reading notes
(DOK 1)

“The Lottery”

During reading questions
(What questions) (DOK 2)
Handout:
Brave New World
Literary Analysis
Paper

Student

For each theme listed:
Find two pieces of textual
evidence and two quotes
List page number(s)
Explain the quotes
Provide commentary for each
quote (DOK 3)
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Handout:

Teacher

Brave New World
Final Essay
Rubric

Introduction

Outside of class

Turnit.com

Luise uses the rubric to
grade final essay. For
students, the essay is a
DOK 3 activity.

Body Paragraph 1
Body Paragraph 2
Body Paragraph 3
Conclusion
Language

Handout:

Student

Read and respond (writing)
(DOK 3)

In class and finish
for homework

Independently

Luise uses Journal #1 as
the prewrite for the final
essay; Luise assigns the
other journals for different
purposes—some are
reflective; others are more
structured

Student

Indicate agree or disagree with
statement and write why (DOK
3)

On the guide itself

Independently
and reviewed as
a whole class

Luise uses the anticipation
to generate interest in text
and introduce the major
themes

Student

Define a list of 22 terms
related to play (DOK 1)

On the handout
itself

With a partner or Luise assigns so that
in small groups
students have the
knowledge needed to
comprehend play

Student

Number paper 1-15 (DOK 2)

On a sheet of
loose leaf paper

Independently

Brave New World
Journals

Handout:
Macbeth
Anticipation
Guide
Handout:
Macbeth Drama
terms
Assessment:
Macbeth Quiz on
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Luise assess students’
reading comprehension

Acts I & II
Handout:

Student

Choose either Macbeth or
Lady Macbeth; Write one
reason you will argue that
Macbeth/Lady Macbeth is/is
not crazy; Introduce your
evidence; Explain your quote;
Cite the act, scene, line
number; Provide commentary
proving the point you are
trying to make in this
paragraph. (DOK 3)

On the handout
itself

Independently
(When student
conferences with
teacher, they use
this sheet)

In Luise’s classroom,
students use this handout
to prepare for final
argument paper

Student

Continue your argument that
your chosen character is or is
not crazy; Write the final
reason you will argue that
Macbeth/Lady Macbeth is/is
not crazy; Introduce your
evidence; Explain your quote;
Cite the act, scene, line
number; Provide commentary
proving the point you are
trying to make in this
paragraph. This would be a
good spot to say what a not
crazy person would do can
compare it to your character’s
actions. Concrete Detail.
Citation. Commentary.
Commentary. Concluding
Sentence: End your paragraph

On the handout
itself

Independently
(When student
conferences with
teacher, they use
this sheet)

In Luise’s classroom,
students use this handout
to prepare for final
argument paper

Macbeth
Argument
Paragraph #1

Handout:
Macbeth
Argument
Paragraph #3
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with a concluding sentence that
reasserts how the topic
sentence of this paragraph
helps better understand and/or
prove sanity/insanity. (DOK 3)
Assessment:

Student

Matching, Short answer

On the sheet itself

Independently

Luise assess uses this
assessment to check
students’
comprehension/learning

Macbeth and
Shakespeare Quiz
#1

(DOK 1)

Handout: Macbeth Student
CounterArgument

Write a topic sentence to
introduce the opposing side’s
argument; write a sentence that
backs up the counterclaim with
a quotation or evidence from
the text; Cite the act, scene,
and line number; Write an
explanation sentence that
begins with a transition and
explains the evidence; write a
concession sentence that
acknowledges the other side’s
validity in a respectful way
(DOK 3)

On the sheet itself

Independently

In Luise’s classroom,
students use this handout
to prepare for the final
essay

Introduction

Turnit.com

Independently

Luise uses the rubric to
grade final essay. For
students, the essay is a
DOK 3 activity.

Assessment:
Macbeth Final
Essay Rubric
Arguing Sanity

Student

Paragraph #1
Paragraph #2
Paragraph #3
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Counter Argument
Conclusion
Language
Works Cited Page, properly
formatted
Handout:

Student

Choose one phrase from each
of the three columns to create
an Elizabethan insult. (DOK 2)

Orally

In pairs

In Luise’s classroom uses
the handout to play with
Shakespearean language

Student

Biographical information
(CLOZE) (DOK 1)

On the sheet itself

In pairs or small
groups

In Luise’s classroom,
students use the handout
to recall information and
make simple connections
to the text

Shakespearean
Slam
Handout:
Shakespeare and
Macbeth
Introduction
Notes

Shakespeare Theater (CLOZE)
(DOK 1)
Points of Shakespeare Style
(DOK 2)
Words to Know list of
vocabulary words (DOK 1)
King James I, Stuart (CLOZE)
(DOK 1) (DOK 1)
Macbeth (CLOZE) (DOK 1)
Shakespeare (CLOZE)
(DOK 1)
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Is Macbeth a tragic hero?
(DOK 2)
Themes (DOK 2)
Handout:

Student

Macbeth Act One
Notes

Vocabulary (DOK 1)

On the sheet itself

In pairs or small
groups

In Luise’s classroom,
students use the handout
to assist with
comprehension of text

On the sheet itself

In pairs or small
groups

In Luise’s classroom,
students use the handout
to prepare for reading
Shakespeare

On the sheet itself

In pairs

In Luise’s classroom,
students use the handout

Act I, Scene i (DOK 2)
Act I, Scene ii (DOK 2)
Act I, Scene iii (DOK 2)
Act I, Scene iv (DOK 2)
Act I, Scene v (DOK 2)

Handout: Macbeth Student
Translation
exercise

Box all of the verbs
Determine why they have
different endings
What does the apostrophe
mean?
What does line 9 mean?
What does line 11 mean?
Is Lady Macbeth really going
to pour something in
Macbeth’s ear?
(DOK 2)

Handout:

Student

Compare three versions of the
dagger speech. Which speech
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do you like best? Why?

Macbeth Act II
Dagger speech

to analyze multiple
interpretations of a text,
evaluating how each
version interprets the
source text

Critique each performance
(DOK 3)

Handout:

Student

Storyboard a
speech—
Macbeth’s Dagger
speech
Handout:

Draw 6 images that illustrate
particular mood, words, or
phrases from a section of the
soliloquy that interest you.

On the sheet itself

Individually

In Luise’s classroom,
students use the handout
to analyze the specific
meaning of words on
mood and tone of a text

On the sheet itself

In small groups

In Luise’s classroom,
students use the handout
to analyze the specific
meaning of words on
mood and tone of a text

Independently

In Beverly’s classroom,
students use the handout
to proofread/edit a peer’s
paper.

With a partner

Beverly shared with
students she had seen

(DOK 3)
Student

“To kill or not to
kill”

Read each section of the “if it
were done” soliloquy and
paraphrase that section.
Answer the four questions at
the end of the soliloquy.
(DOK 3)

Handout:

Student

Peer Editing
Checklist

Proofreader answers all
On the sheet itself
31questions (yes or no).
Heading, Title, Introduction,
Body Paragraph #1, Evaluation
of remaining paragraphs,
Repeat questions 1 and 2 for
next body paragraph,
Conclusion—are the sections
(DOK 2)

Activity:

Student

Students shown a text and told
to change the tone of the letter

Rewrite the text
on loose leaf

134

“Dear John”
Letter

Assessment:
30-minute Timed
Write

Student

using only punctuation. They
are asked to rewrite the letter
from two different points of
view: first as a break up letter;
second as a lover letter.
Students are told they cannot
change the order of the words.
(DOK 3)

paper:

Students given 30 minutes to
write a persuasive essay on a
topic. Directions: Write an
essay in which you convince
members of the Town Council
on your position. (DOK 3)

Students typed
directly on their
Chromebook and
submit to Google
classroom.

errors on their college
essay drafts related to
proofreading. Beverly
assigned this exercise to
reinforce the power of
correct punctuation usage
and the need to proofread
work before submitting it.

Dear John I want a
man who knows
what love is all
about you are
generous kind
thoughtful people
who are not like
you admit to being
useless and
inferior you have
ruined me for
other men I yearn
for you I have no
feelings
whatsoever when
we’re apart I can
be forever happy
will you let me be
yours Jane

Prompt: Some parents asked
the Town Council to impose a
curfew requiring students
under the age of 18 to be off
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Independently

Beverly assigned the
timed write to assess
formally both students’
understanding of how to
structure a persuasive
essay and their ability to
write under the pressure
of time.

the city streets by 10:00 p.m. to
reduce disciplinary problems
to ensure the children’s safety.
Other parents do not agree
with a curfew. They believe
that imposing a curfew ensure
students’ safety and it should
be up to parents to decide what
time their children should be
off the streets. In your
opinion, should the Town
Council impose a curfew for
students under the age of 18?
Take a position on the issue
outlined in the prompt.
Choose one of the two points
give in the prompt, or you may
present your own point of view
on the issue. Be sure to
support your position with
specific reasons and details.
Assignment:
Speech Analysis
using SOAPS

Student

Students will use the SOAPS
Type in a word
strategy (a pre-AP strategy
doc on their
designed to assist students gain Chromebook
the big picture of text) to
analyze transcripts of speeches.
S=Who is the speaker?
O=What is the occasion?
A=Who is the intended
audience? P=What is the
purpose? S=What is the
situation/reason?
(DOK 3)
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Independently

In Beverly’s classroom,
students will use SOAPS
to analyze the
effectiveness of rhetoric
used in a speech.

Jane Eyre Debate

Student

Students chose a character
other than Jane Eyre or Mr.
Rochester to respond from that
point of view.

On loose leaf
paper

Describe Helen Burns in one
sentence
Describe Brocklehurst in one
sentence
Provide a sentence where fire
is used literally
Provide a sentence where fire
is used figuratively
Description of Jane by
someone else
Description of Jane by herself
An allusion
Reference to something
supernatural
Description of countryside
Description of a road
How Jane feels about someone
she likes
How Jane feels about someone
she hates
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With a partner,
but presented
individually

Pete uses the activity as a
formative reading check;
students practiced making
claims and providing
evidence

(DOK 3)
Handout:

Student

Poetry Packet
#3—Imagery

Through careful research
define the following: image,
imagery, visual, nonvisual,
auditory, olfactory, gustatory,
tactile, internal/organic,
kinesthetic, synesthesia

On the sheet itself

In pairs or small
groups

Students in Pete’s
classroom use the packet
in the short term for
poetry project; and in the
long-term in preparation
for the AP Exam

Create a t-chart on
loose leaf paper or
in their
journal/notebook

Independent

Students in Meryl’s
classroom use the handout
to process what they read;
prepare for class discuss;
gather textual evidence

On notecards

In pairs

Reddik uses this activity
to allow students to

(DOK 2)
Handout:

Student

Dialectical
Journal

As students read, choose
passages that stand out to them
and record them on the left
side of the t-chart; on the right
side of the t-chart, write
response to the passage and
label the response:
Q-question
C-connection
CL-clarify
R-reflect
E-evaluate
Each entry must be at least 2
sentences long.
(DOK 3)

Warm-up

Students

Prompt: Are holidays serving
their purpose?
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Stand & Defend

practice generating claims
with supporting evidence.

Students find someone with
whom to argue and try to use
three different sources to
support claim. They switch
partners every 4 minutes.
(DOK 3)
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Clark County School District, Las Vegas, NV
Coordinator III, K-12 Literacy, Curriculum & Professional Development
Division
Clark County School District, Las Vegas, NV
Teacher, English, Gr.8; Intensive Literacy, Gr. 7 & 8, Jim Bridger Middle
School
Clark County School District, Las Vegas, NV
Teacher, English Language Arts, 7th Grade, Twin Creeks Middle
School Summer Enrichment Spring Independent School District,
Spring, TX
English Teacher, 12th Grade AP Literature & Composition, 10th Grade
World Literature, 12th Grade British Literature, 11th Grade AP Language
& Composition, 11th Grade American Literature, Regular
Level, 10th Grade “TAAS Prep” (Basic level), 10th Grade English, Regular
Level; Klein High School, Klein Independent School District, Klein, TX
Teacher, English/Language Arts, 7th Grade, Bammel Middle School
Spring Independent School District, Spring, TX
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2000-2000 Teacher, English Language Arts, 7th Grade, Palo Alto Middle School
Killeen Independent School District, Killeen, TX
2000-2000 Teacher, Self-Contained, Combined 4th – 5th East Ward Elementary School
Killeen Independent School District, Killeen, TX
1999-2000 Teacher, Language Arts/Mathematics, 5th Grade, William A. Walton
Elementary School
Prince George County Public Schools, Prince George, VA
1998-1999 Teacher, Self-Contained, Inclusion, 5th Grade, Diamond Elementary School,
Ft. Stewart, GA
Department of Defense Education Activity (DODEA)
Professional Publications
(Articles in national refereed journals or books)
Klimow, N. E. “Cognition: The process of how we learn” (in press, April 2019) in Acts of
Teaching: How to teach writing: A text, a reader, a narrative (3rd ed.), J. A. Carroll &
E. E. Wilson, (Eds.) Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann (in press, April 2019). (Book
Chapter)
Klimow, N. E. (2001). “Teacher to teacher: Favorite activity for teaching students about
language,” English Journal 90(4) p. 28, March 2001. (Juried)
Klimow, N. E. (2007). Action Research Report: “Will literacy proficiency improve for
longtime ELLs placed in an intensive Title I literacy class in addition to their core
literacy class? pp. 108-109. In Reframing Teacher Leadership to Improve Your School
by Douglas Reeves, (2008), Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development: Alexandria, VA. (Book Chapter)
Klimow, N. E. (2002). Effective Writing Instruction for All Students: A Professional
Development Guide (2002).
Region IV/Texas Education Agency: Austin, TX. (Technical Writing)
Klimow-House, N. E. (1998). Examining the Influence of Motivation and Peer Affiliation
on Adolescent Academic Achievement: A Review of One Study. In Psychology for
Contemporary Educators, Summer 1998. (Juried)
Klimow-House, N. E. (1998). Three Generations of Essentialism: Is Essentialism what we
need in the 21st Century? In the Georgia Southern University Graduate Journal,
Spring 1998. (Juried)
Klimow-House, N. E. (1998). Preparing Middle School Students for Civicism with
Literature-Based Social Studies Instruction. In the Georgia Southern University
Graduate Journal, Spring 1997. (Juried)
Scholarly Presentations
Klimow, N. E. (2016). Teacher Efficacy, Attitude, and Writing: Messy Construct
or Common Denominator? Paper presented to 31st Annual Abydos/NJWPT
Literacy Learning Annual Teachers’ and Trainers’ Conference, San Antonio,
TX, February 9-12, 2016.
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Klimow, N. E., Norby, V., & Scott, C. The Writers’ Grotto: Connecting Practice
to Students, Poster presented at the 19th Annual Association of Behavioral
Social Sciences (AABSS). Las Vegas, NV, February 2015.
Norby, V., Klimow, N. E., & Scott, C. High School Teachers’ Perceptions of Writing.
Poster presented at the 28th Annual Ethnographic and Qualitative Research Conference
(EQRC). Las Vegas, NV, February 2015.
Klimow, N. E. & Campbell, B. (2014). Changing the game: A case study of
teacher experiences with lesson study, Poster presented at the 27th Annual
Ethnographic and Qualitative Research Conference (EQRC). Las Vegas, NV,
February 2014.
Klimow, N. E. (2013). Using Texts to Grow Engagement in Student-Centered
Instruction. Paper presented to Nevada Department of Education Mega
Conference, Las Vegas, NV, April, 2013.
Conference Presentations
Scott, C. E., Decker, L., Canady, F., Plachowski, T., Hayden, S., Xu, Y., & Klimow, N.
(2017, January). Developing Communities of Practice: A narrative account of an
informal writing group and writing practices in higher education. Paper presented to
the 1st Annual Conference on Academic Research in Education (CARE), Las Vegas,
NV.
DeArmas, V., Klimow, N., Lee, R., Mays, K., & Nebe, A. (2012). Nevada
Showcase Session: Don’t Fire That Canon! 21st Century Perspectives on
Teaching Classic & Contemporary Literature. Paper Presented at National
Council of Teachers of English Annual Convention, Las Vegas, NV,
November 17-19, 2012.
Campbell, B., Campbell, E., Giancaspro, S., Klimow, N. E., Marich, H., &
Nelson, L. (2012). Igniting Students by Connecting Teachers: Our Exploration
of Collaborative Action Research. Paper presented at: National Council of
Teachers of English Annual Convention. Las Vegas, NV, November 17-19,
2012.
Blazek, K. & Klimow, N. E. Linking Literacy through Inquiry. (2009), Paper
presented at: National Middle School Association Middle Level Essentials
Conference, Las Vegas, NV, April 23-24, 2009.
Klimow, N. E. Action Research: Long-term English Language Learners in
Intensive Literacy. (2007). Paper presented to National Middle School
Association 34th Annual Conference. Houston, TX, November 2007.
Klimow, N. E. (2008). New Teacher Curriculum Orientation, High School ELA,
CCSD New Teacher Induction Program. Las Vegas, NV.
Klimow, N. E. (2001). Teaching Grammar in Context, Spring ISD Summer Conference.
Spring, TX.
Professional Development
(Courses and Workshops I Designed and Delivered)
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Improving Tier 1 Instruction in High School ELA: Using PLCs for EOCs, Data-Based
Teaching and Lesson Study, CCSD, Las Vegas, NV, 2014
Depth of Knowledge for Administrators, Modules I, II, III, CCSD, Las Vegas, NV, 2009
Depth of Knowledge for School Improvement—Train-the-Trainer Model, CCSD, Las
Vegas, NV, 2009
How DOK Impacts Instruction (Grades 4-12), CCSD Professional Development, Las
Vegas, NV, 2009
Depth of Knowledge for School Improvement, Differentiated by Design, CCSD, Las
Vegas, NV, Summer 2009 Making Multicultural Connections in CCSD Course Syllabi,
CPDD Lunch-n-Learn, Las Vegas, NV, 2009 Root Cause Analysis: 2000-2009
Reading Data, CCSD, K-12 Literacy Department, Las Vegas, NV, 2009
Root Cause Analysis: 2000-2009 Writing Data, CCSD, CPD Division Directors’ Meeting,
Las Vegas, NV, 2009
Adolescent Writing Academy, CCSD Professional Development, Las Vegas, NV, 2009
Effective Writing Instruction Modules, CCSD Professional Development, Las Vegas,
NV, 2008 Supervising Writing Instruction, CCSD Professional Development, Las
Vegas, NV, 2008
Root Cause Analysis, Clark County School District RTI Collaborative, Las Vegas, NV,
2008
New Teacher Curriculum Orientation Trainer of Trainers Module, CCSD K-12 Literacy,
Las Vegas, NV, 2008
Supervising English Language Arts for Initial Service Deans and APs, CCSD Leadership
Development, Las Vegas, NV, 2008
Preparing Students for On-Demand Writing, CCSD Professional Development, Las
Vegas, NV, 2008
Content Standard 2.0: Teaching Reading in High School, CCSD Professional
Development, Las Vegas, NV, 2008
Thinking Maps in High School, Klein ISD Professional Development, Klein, TX, 2004
Classroom Management for Differentiated Instruction in a Secondary Classroom, Klein
ISD, Klein, TX, 2004
A Transition to TAKS, Klein ISD Professional Development, Klein, TX, 2002
Affiliations/Memberships







Alpha Delta Kappa (ADK)
Phi Delta Kappa (PDK)
National Middle School Association (NMSA)
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD)
National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP)
National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE)

Credentials, Licenses, and Certificates
Nevada Professional License
 School Administrator (K-12)
 Secondary English (7-12)
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2014 – present
2005 – present
2006 – 2011
2006 – present
2006 – present
2000 – present






Elementary (K-8)
Literacy Specialist (K-8)
Special--Middle School (Grades 5-9)
Highly Qualified Teacher—Middle School English (6-8)

Texas Standard Teaching Certificate
 Elementary English (1-8)
 Elementary Social Studies Composite (Grades 1-8)
 Elementary History (Grades 1-8)
 Elementary Self-Contained (Grades 1-8)
 Secondary English (Grades 6-12)
 Secondary English Language Arts (Grades 6-12)
 Highly Qualified Teacher—English/Language Arts (Grades
1-12), Social Studies Composite/History (Grades 1-8),
Elementary Self-Contained (Grades 1-8)
Virginia Provisional Teaching Certificate (expired)
Georgia Levels 4 & 5 Clear Renewable Professional Certificate, Middle Grades
(expired)
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